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S.  Summary 


S.  SUMMARY 


This  docunent  has  been  prepared  as  a  Supplement  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 
Final  EIR  (YBC  FEIR)  (EE  77.220,  State  Clearinghouse  No,  7801163),  which  was 
certified  on  April  25,  1978.    Four  alternative  development  plans  and  variants 
on  them,  and  the  November  1977  Tentative  Proposal  were  considered  for  the 
entire  YBC  redevelopment  area  in  the  1978  YBC  FEIR.    Subsequently  proposed 
changes  in  the  land  uses  on  the  two  blocks  designated  as  Central  Block  1  and 
Southern  Block  4  would  have  new  environmental  impacts,  requiring  important 
revisions  to  the  YBC  FEIR,  which  are  contained  in  this  Supplement.    In  this 
Supplement,  Central  Block  1  (CB-1)  refers  to  that  portion  of  Assessor's 
Block  3706  within  the  YBC  boundaries,  plus  the  49  Fourth  St.  General  Services 
Administration  (GSA)  site.    Southern  Block  4  (SB-4)  is  that  portion  of 
Assessor's  Block  3763  within  YBC.    Where  the  impacts  of  the  new  proposals 
would  differ  from  those  identified  for  the  respective  sites  in  the  YBC  FEIR, 
the  differences  have  been  stated.    Where  the  impacts  would  not  differ,  the 
types  of  information  in  the  YBC  FEIR  have  been  summarized  and  incorporated  by 
reference. 


A.    CENTRAL  BLOCK  1 

The  new  mixed- use  proposal  for  CB-1  would  contain:    500,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of 
office  space  and  approximately  80,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  retai l-ccmnerci al  space 
(both  including  renovated  Jessie  St.  Substation);  up  to  500  market- rate 
dwelling  units;  a  700-room  Arcon  Pacific  hotel  fronting  on  Third  St.,  and 
1,500  additional  hotel  rooms,  which  may  be  in  one  or  several  structures  and 
have  not  yet  been  specifically  sited.    The  existing  GSA  Bldg.  on  Fourth  St. 
would  be  demolished  and  the  land  area  developed  as  part  of  the  site,  provided 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  obtains  title  from  GSA.    A  pedestrian  concourse, 
which  may  be  covered  or  open,  would  extend  from  Market  St.  to  Mission  St. 
through  the  block. 
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Environmental  Effects.    The  proposed  land  uses  for  CB-1  would  be  a  mixture  of 
retail,  office,  hotel  and  residential  uses.    The  new  mixed-use  proposal  could 
have  seme  internal  land-use  conflicts  if  the  proposed  residential  units  are 
situated  near  areas  of  tourist  nighttime  and  weekend  activity.    All  of  the 
proposed  uses  for  CB-1  within  the  original  YBC  boundaries  would  conform  to 
both  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  as  amended,  and  to  the  C-3-R  City  Planning  Code 
Use  District  for  the  area.    Since  the  GSA  site  is  outside  the  original  YBC 
boundaries,  and  is  currently  zoned  P-Public,  construction  of  any  of  the 
proposed  uses  there  would  require  a  rezoning  of  the  site  to  C-3-R  (Downtown 
Retail).    The  height  limit  for  CB-1  is  400  ft.    Buildings  containing  office 
and  retail -ccnmercial  space  generally  would  not  exceed  280  ft.  in  height; 
building  heights  over  280  ft.  to  a  maximum  of  400  ft.  would  be  permitted  by 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  as  a  bonus  for  special  undertakings  of  the  developer 
elsewhere  on  the  site  and  for  hotel  and  residential  uses.    Tall  buildings  on 
the  site  near  Mission  St.  could  shadow  portions  of  CB-2  during  the  afternoon 
in  the  early  summer. 

Three  buildings  on  CB-1  of  architectural  and  historic  merit  would  be 
preserved:    St.  Patrick's  Church,  the  Mercantile  Bldg.,  and  the  Jessie  St. 
Substation.    The  vacant  GSA  Bldg.,  included  in  the  City  Planning  Conmission's 
Listing  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Significant  Buildings  in  the 
Downtown,  would  be  demolished.    It  has  been  determined  by  the  Regional 
Historic  Preservation  Office  of  the  GSA  to  be  ineligible  for  listing  on  the 
National  Register. 

The  500  market-rate  housing  units  proposed  for  CB-1  would  create  a  demand  for 
neighborhood  support  services.    The  South  of  Market  area  currently  has  few  of 
these  services.    Construction  and  operation  of  the  project  would  generate 
greater  demands  from  CB-1  for  water,  sewer  services,  solid-waste  disposal,  and 
police  protection  than  would  any  of  the  YBC  alternatives.    All  community 
service  demands,  except  police  services,  could  be  met  by  the  existing  systems 
and  would  not  require  additional  personnel  or  equipment.    The  Police 
Department  has  indicated  that  it  would  need  a  patrol  car  staffed  by  two 
officers  around  the  clock  to  adequately  patrol  CB-1. 
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The  new  mixed-use  proposal  would  provide  about  2,900  person-years  of 
construction  employment.    This  would  be  approximately  25%  more  than  would  be 
generated  by  construction  on  CB-1  under  YBC  Alternatives  A  or  D,  the  two  YBC 
alternatives  which  would  generate  the  most  construction  employment.    The  new 
mixed- use  proposal  would  provide  fewer  permanent  jobs  than  would  YBC 
Alternatives  A,  B  or  D,  but  would  provide  more  jobs  for  unskilled,  entry-level 
workers.    Of  the  approximately  new  4,000  permanent  jobs,  approximately  60% 
would  be  office  workers  and  40%  would  be  hotel  workers.    The  hotel  rooms 
proposed  for  CB-1  (the  700-rocm  Arc  on  Pacific  and  the  1,500  additional  rooms) 
would  be  expected  to  generate  approximately  $3.76  million  annually  in  hotel 
rocm  tax  revenues  at  the  current  tax  rate  of  9.75%.    Forty-one  percent  of 
these  revenues  would  be  allocated  for  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention 
Center. 

The  new  proposal  would  generate  more  daily  vehicular  trips  after  completion 
than  would  any  of  the  YBC  alternatives.    However,  weekday  peak-hour  {4:30  - 
5:30  p.m.)  trips  to  and  from  CB-1  would  be  fewer  with  the  new  mixed-use 
proposal  in  ccmparison  with  Alternatives  A  and  D,  because  fewer  trips  would  be 
generated  by  the  proposed  hotel  uses  at  peak  traffic  hours.    The  projected 
Muni  ridership  due  to  the  CB-1  mixed-use  development  would  be  less  than  that 
for  Alternatives  A,  B  or  D,  but  more  than  that  for  Alternative  C.    As  with  the 
YBC  alternatives,  the  new  mixed-use  proposal  would  contribute  to  cunulative 
impacts  on  local  traffic  volimes,  and  thus  on  regional  air  quality.  Because 
of  the  high  ambient  noise  levels  near  CB-1,  noise  insulation  features  may  be 
required  for  some  of  the  proposed  CB-1  buildings. 

The  projected  annual  operating  energy  demands  for  the  CB-1  mixed- use  proposal 
would  be  more  than  twice  the  demands  for  CB-1  under  Alternative  A,  the  YBC 
alternative  with  the  highest  energy  demand  for  CB-1.    The  residential  and 
hotel  uses  of  the  mixed-use  proposal  would  require  more  energy  for  cooking, 
food  preservation  and  hot  water  than  would  the  predominantly  office  and  retail 
strxtures  of  the  YBC  alternatives. 

Geologic,  hydrologic  and  seismic  effects  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  four 
YBC  Alternatives. 
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Mitigation  Measures.    Applicable  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  YBC  FEIR 
(see  pages  447  -  510)  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  project.  Suggested 
additional  mitigation  measures  include  the  following.    The  Redevelopment 
Agency  would  evaluate  proposed  building  designs  in  light  of  consistency  with 
the  visual  character  of  buildings  being  preserved  on  CB-1  and  with  buildings 
neighboring  CB-1.    Tallest  buildings  on  CB-1  would  be  set  back  from 
Mission  St.  to  reduce  shading  on  CB-2.    On-site  water  reservoirs  would  be 
provided  for  CB-1  buildings,  should  the  Water  Department  prohibit  direct 
pumping  from  the  mains. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  prepare  a  Transportation  Management  Plan  to 
address  vehicular  traffic  circulation  and  parking.    Local  traffic  impacts 
could  be  mitigated  by  restricting  Mission  St.  access  to  the  proposed  garage  to 
right  turn  in  and  out  only,  and  restriping  of  Mission  Street.  Proposed 
dwelling  units  and  hotel  rooms  would  be  designed  to  meet  California  Noise 
Insulation  Standards.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  design  criteria 
that  would  minimize  use  of  nonrenewable  energy  and  encourage  use  of  renewable 
energy. 

B.    SOUTHERN  BLOCK  4 

The  new  proposal  for  Southern  Block  4  (SB-4)  within  the  redevelopment  area 
boundaries  is  for  a  private  high  school  for  about  300  students.  The 
25,200-gross  sq. -ft. -site  contains  a  temporary  parking  lot  and  vacant  land  in 
Assessor's  Parcels  3763-A  and  -C. 

Environmental  Effects.    The  Redevelopment  Plan,  as  amended,  and  City  Planning 
Code  Use  District  permit  high  school  uses  on  the  project  site.  The 
light-industrial  uses  proposed  in  all  the  YBC  alternatives  would  not  be 
built.    Demands  for  water,  sewer  services,  energy,  solid-waste  disposal, 
police  and  fire  protection,  and  medical  services  could  be  met  by  existing 
systems. 

The  private  high  school  would  generate  fewer  vehicular  and  transit  trips  than 
would  YBC  Alternatives  B,  C  or  D  for  the  SB-4  site,  and  fewer  peak-hour  trips 
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than  would  any  of  the  YBC  alternatives.    Traffic  on  Third  St.  and  the  elevated 
James  Lick  Freeway  (Interstate  80)  controls  air  pollutant  levels  in  general 
and  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concentrations  in  particular  at  SB-4.    Mone  of  the 
YBC  alternatives  nor  the  proposed  private  high  school  would  generate  enough 
traffic  on  these  roadways  to  alter  local  CO  production  or  concentrations.  CO 
concentrations  at  SB-4,  however,  currently  exceed  and  would  continue  to 
exceed.  State  standards.    Exterior  CO  concentrations  would  interfere  with 
outdoor  activity  (causing  headaches  and  shortness  of  breath)  during  peak 
traffic  hours  and  during  periods  of  poor  pollutant  dispersion. 

James  Lick  Freeway-generated  noise  at  the  proposed  school  site  would  exceed 
San  Francisco  land  use  compatibility  criteria  for  school  sites.    The  criteria 
recommend  that,  for  the  anticipated  noise  levels,  "new  construction  or 
development  should  generally  not  be  undertaken."    Extensive  noise  insulation 
features  (such  as  heavy  masonry  construction  and  sealed  windows)  would  be 
necessary  to  provide  an  acceptable  indoor  noise  level  for  classroom  activity. 

The  greatest  earthquake  hazards  at  the  site  would  be  groundshaking  and 
differential  settlement.    As  required  by  State  law,  the  school  would  be  built 
to  conform  to  earthquake  safety  standards  for  schools,  which  are  more 
stringent  than  those  for  light-industrial  buildings. 

Mitigation  Measures.    Applicable  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  YBC  FEIR 
(see  pages  447  -  510)  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  project.  Suggested 
design  mitigation  measures,  such  as  sealed  windows,  a  recirculation  type 
ventilation  system,  noise-insulating  building  materials,  and  careful 
site-planning,  would  be  necessary  to  reduce  noise  and  air  quality  impacts  on 
the  school . 
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I.  BACKGROUND 


A.    REASONS  FOR  THIS  REPORT 

On  November  2,  1976,  the  voters  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
approved  a  declaration  of  policy  that  "the  City  construct  a  convention  exhibit 
hall  at  Yerba  Buena  Center  (YBC)  using  a  four  percent  hotel  room  tax  to 
finance  lease  revenue  bonds."    The  convention  center  site  on  a  vacant  block 
bounded  by  Howard,  Third,  Folsom  and  Fourth  Sts.  is  in  the  YBC  redevelopment 
area.    An  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was  jointly  prepared  by  the 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency.  The 
EIR  evaluated  and  discussed  four  alternative  development  plans  for  the  entire 
YBC  redevelopment  area,  and  possible  variants,  in  as  close  to  equal  detail  as 
was  appropriate.    None  of  the  alternatives  was  singled  out  as  "the  project". 
The  final  project  was  conceived  as  a  combination  of  the  elements  discussed  in 
various  alternatives.    The  November  1977  Tentative  Proposal  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency,  which  combined  elements  of  Alternatives  A  and  B,  was 
also  evaluated  in  the  EIR.    The  alternatives  were  intended  to  present  the 
range  of  potential  development  alternatives  and  the  range  of  potential  impacts 
from  various  potential  development  proposals.    The  scope  of  the  EIR  covered 
the  entire  YBC  redevelopment  area,  with  special  emphasis  on  the  convention 
center.    The  Redevelopment  Plan  was  subsequently  amended;  the  November  1977 
Tentative  Proposal  formed  the  basis  of  the  amended  plan,  which  also  included 
elements  of  the  other  alternatives.    A  previous  redevelopment  project  plan  for 
the  YBC  area  was  the  subject  of  an  EIR,  issued  in  May  1973  with  an  addendum 
published  in  July  1973,  and  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS),  issued  on 
October  1974.    This  earlier  EIR/EIS  is  not  referred  to  further  here,  except  as 
specifically  identified. 

I  Following  certification  of  the  current  YBC  FEIR  on  April  25,  1978,  and 

subsequent  approval  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  Redevelopment  Agency 

Commission  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment  on  August  13,  1979,  the 

Redevelopment  Agency  sponsored  an  intensive  ccmpetition  to  select  the  team 
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most  capable  of  developing  the  YBC  Central  Blocks.    On  November  20,  1980  the 
Agency  selected  Olympia  &  York  Equities,  Inc.    It  is  anticipated  that  Olympia 
S  York  Equities,  Inc.  will  present  its  development  concepts  for  Redevelopment 
Agency  Ccmmission  approval  by  mid-sunmer  1981.    The  development  concept 
proposed  for  Central  Block  1  (Assessor's  Block  3706),  while  permitted  by  the 
YBC  Plan,  differs  fran  any  of  the  alternatives  discussed  in  the  current 
YBC  FEIR.    These  differences  entail  changed  land  uses  and  intensities  of 
development  which,  when  taken  together,  would  result  in  new  significant 
environmental  impacts  not  considered  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  thus  requiring  important 
revisions  of  that  docunent.    For  instance,  about  1500  transient-tourist  hotel 
rooms  have  been  proposed  for  Central  Block  1  in  addition  to  the  700-room  Arc  on 
Pacific  hotel;  the  Arcon  Pacific  hotel  was  considered  on  Central  Block  1  as  a 
variant  of  Alternatives  A,  and  B  (YBC  Final  EIR,  pages  56  -  57)  and  the 
Tentative  Proposal  (YBC  FEIR,  page  60).    Five-hundred  market-rate  dwelling 
units  have  been  proposed  for  the  block,  rather  than  the  100  and  200  units 
previously  proposed  in  Alternatives  B  and  C,  respectively.    The  Redevelopment 
Agency  is  also  considering  the  acquisition  and  development  of  the  site  now 
occupied  by  the  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  Bldg.  at  49  Fourth  St., 
adjacent  to  the  boundaries  of  the  YBC  redevelopment  area  on  Central  Block  1. 
Inclusion  of  the  GSA  site  was  considered,  but  only  as  a  variant  of 
Alternative  B,  on  page  48  of  the  YBC  Final  EIR.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  has 
proposed  these  changes  for  CB-1  as  an  incentive  for  private  development.  The 
higher  return  on  investment  available  frcm  these  uses  is  expected  to  offset  a 
lower  return  from  community,  cultural  and  recreational  uses  also  under 
consideration  within  CB-2  and  CB-3.    In  addition,  the  Agency  has  recently 
received  a  proposal  frcm  Bridgemont  High  School  to  constrxt  a  private  high 
school  on  Southern  Block  4  (Assessor's  Block  3763).    A  decision  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  on  the  land  disposition  agreement  with 
Bridgemont  High  School  is  expected  by  mid-sunmer  of  1981.    Although  a  downtown 
high  school  was  considered  in  Alternatives  A  and  B  (YBC  Final  EIR,  pages  56  - 
57),  this  type  of  facility  was  not  included  in  the  environmental  analysis  of 
Southern  Block  4,  and  would  result  in  significant  environmental  impacts 
requiring  important  revisions  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

This  docunent  has  been  prepared,  therefore,  as  a  Supplement  to  the  Yerba  Buena 
Center  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EE  77.220,  State  Clearinghouse 


I.  Background 


No.  7801163),  certified  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Canmission  and 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency.    The  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  EIR 
(including  Appendices  and  Responses  to  Comments)  is  hereby  incorporated  in  its 
entirety  into  this  docunent  by  reference,  as  provided  for  in  Section  15149  of 
the  Guidelines  for  Implementation  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA)  (CAC  Title  14,  Division  6,  Chapter  3).    The  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final 
EIR  is  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  YBC  FEIR;  relevant  portions  are  briefly 
sumnarized  throughout  this  docunent,  as  appropriate,  and  reference  page 
nimbers  provided.    Copies  of  the  YBC  FEIR  are  available  to  the  public  for 
inspection  at  the  Office  of  Environmental  Review  of  the  Department  of  City 
Planning,  the  offices  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  and  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Library. 


B.    HISTORY  OF  REDEVELOPMENT  IN  THE  SOUTH  OF  MARKET  AREA 


I  The  California  Community  Redevelopment  Law  was  adopted  in  1945  as  a  basis  for 
fostering  new  building  and  development  programs  after  World  War  II  in  urban 
areas  identified  as  blighted  under  terms  of  the  law.    The  San  Francisco  Board 
of  Supervisors  established  a  Redevelopment  Agency  in  1948.    In  1953  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  designated  19  blocks  as  Redevelopment  Area  "D"  in  the 
South-of -Market  district.    In  1961  Area  "D"  was  redesignated  with  different 
boundaries.    The  first  official  Redevelopment  Plan  was  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  on  April  25,  1966.    When  planning  and  implementation  of  the  plans 
for  YBC  reached  the  point  of  property  acquisition  and  relocation  of  businesses 
and  residents,  several  suits  were  filed  in  local  and  federal  courts.  Some 
involved  prolonged  litigation  and  resulted  in  substantial  delays  to  the 
project.    They  resulted  also  in  project  changes  that  accommodated  expressed 
ccmmunity  interests;  these  included  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly,  a 
portion  of  which  has  been  completed.    Interim  plans  for  redevelopment  of  the 
area,  and  litigation  involving  redevelopment  activity  in  the  South-of -Market 
area  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  3-11. 
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C.    DECISION-MAKING  PROCEDURES 

The  official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC,  most  recently  amended  on  August  17, 
1979,  would  not  have  to  be  amended  in  order  to  implement  the  proposals  for 
Central  Block  1  (CB-1)  and  Southern  Block  4  (SB-4)  evaluated  in  this 
Supplement.    All  of  the  uses  considered  for  the  two  blocks  are  permitted 
principal  land  uses  for  the  Land  Use  Districts  in  which  they  are  proposed. 

As  in  the  procesing  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  City 
Planning  Ccmmission  will  act  as  joint  lead  agencies  for  this  EIR  Supplement. 
Pursuant  to  Section  15085(g)  of  CEQA,  these  two  decision-making  bodies  must 
certify  that  the  EIR  Supplement  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective  prior  to 
the  beginning  of  development  of  CB-1  and  SB-4.    The  responsibili-ty  for 
implementation  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  is  vested  in  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  which  is  authorized  to  acquire  and  sell  land  parcels,  establish 
conditions  of  use,  and  review  and  approve  building  and  landscaping  plans. 
This  authorization  flows  from  the  State  Community  Redevelopment  Law  by  means 
of  the  adoption  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  GSA  site  would  be  sti)ject  to  a  rezoning  by  the  City  Planning  Commission, 
as  required  (see  further  discussion  in  Section  A-YI.A).    The  application  for 
the  rezoning  would  be  initiated  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    Since  the  GSA 
site  is  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  redevelopment  area,  development  on  that 
site  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  City  Planning  Code,  as  may  be  required. 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  apply  to  the  City  for  vacation  of 
the  portion  of  Jessie  St.  on  the  block.    Jessie  St.  is  surrounded  on  three 
sides  by  the  CB-1  site.    The  City  Planning  Commission  must  report  on 
compliance  of  the  application  to  vacate  a  portion  of  Jessie  St.  with  the 
Comprehensive  Plan  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.    The  Board  of 
Supervisors  must  take  final  action  on  this  application. 
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II.    GENERAL  AREA  DESCRIPTION 


A.    REGIONAL  AND  LOCAL  CONTEXT  OF  THE  REDEYEIOPMENT  AREA 

YBC  (see  Figures  1,  2,  and  3  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  15,  17,  and  19)  is  a  part 
of  the  larger  Soirth-of -Market  district  of  San  Francisco,  which  extends 
generally  from  The  Embarcadero  on  the  Bay  shore  to  Eleventh  St.  on  the  west, 
and  from  Market  St.  on  the  north  to  China  Basin  and  Townsend  and  Division  Sts. 
on  the  south  (Census  Tracts  176,  178,  179,  180).    The  South-of -Market  district 
is  different  froii  other  parts  of  San  Francisco  in  several  respects.  The 
street  pattern  is  skewed  approximately  45  degrees  from  the  typical  north- south 
and  east-west  orientation  of  most  of  the  San  Francisco  grids.    (For  ease  of 
description,  and  in  line  with  local  custcm,  the  northeast-southwest  oriented 
streets  such  as  Mission,  Howard,  and  Folsora  are  considered  as  east-west 
streets  in  this  report,  and  the  northwest- south east  oriented  streets  such  as 
Third  and  Fourth  are  considered  as  north-south  streets.)    The  area  is 
generally  flat;  only  the  cut-down  remnants  of  Rincon  Hill,  centered  in  the 
area  between  First  and  Second  Sts.,  provide  topographic  variety  (see 
Figure  24,  page  193  of  the  YBC  FEIR).    Block  lengths  are  the  longest  in  the 
City,  measuring  825  feet  on  the  east-west  streets  and  550  feet  on  the 
north- south  streets. 

The  South-of -Market  district  serves  as  the  entrance  to  downtown  San  Francisco 
for  persons  coming  fran  the  east  over  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Bridge  or  fran  the 
south  via  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  and  freeways  serving  Santa  Clara  and 
San  Mateo  Counties  on  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula.    For  further  infonnation  on 
the  context  and  history  of  the  redevelopment  area,  see  pages  13  -  22  of  the 
YBC  FEIR. 
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B.    DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  YERBA  BUENA  CENTER  AREA  AND  VICINITY 

Clearance  of  the  YBC  area  began  in  1970  and,  except  for  the  few  remaining 
buildings  intended  to  be  demolished  in  accordance  with  the  then  Redevelopment 
Plan,  was  completed  in  1974.    The  clearance  process  required  the  relocation  of 
approximately  3,000  residents,  most  of  v4icm  were  single  and/or  elderly. 

Throughout  the  EIR  the  blocks  in  the  YBC  area  are  designated,  as  indicated  in 
Figure  4,  page  23  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  by  a  combination  of  letters  and  nunbers, 
with  the  letters  indicating  the  general  location  within  YBC.    For  example, 
EB-1  means  Eastern  Block  1.    Assessor's  Block  nunbers  are  also  shown  in  the 
legend  of  Figure  4,  page  23  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  dominant  interim  use  in  the  YBC  area  is  in  the  form  of  temporary  parking. 
Among  the  remaining  buildings,  two  on  Central  Block  1  have  been  designated  as 
landmarks  by  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors:    St.  Patrick's  Church  and 
the  Jessie  St.  Substation  (the  latter  is  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places;  see  Section  A-Y.  M. ).    Construction  has  begun  on  several  of  the 
buildings  proposed  in  the  amended  1979  Redevelopment  Plan  and  covered  in  the 
YBC  FEIR,  including  the  George  R.  Moscone  (formerly  Yerba  Buena)  Convention 
Center  and  the  Yerba  Buena  West  development. 

Several  forms  of  transit  serve  Yerba  Buena  Center  directly  or  indirectly 
("direct"  service  denotes  transit  vehicles  passing  through  YBC;  "indirect" 
service  denotes  transit  agencies  with  terminals  outside  YBC,  but  accessible  by 
walking,  direct  transit,  taxi  or  jitney).    The  transit  routes  directly  serving 
YBC  include  those  of:    San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (Muni);  San  Mateo 
County  Transit  (SamTrans);  Golden  Gate  Bridge,  Highway  and  Transportation 
District  Transit  (Golden  Gate  Transit)  buses;  and  the  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit 
(BART)  District.    These  routes  are  located  principally  on  Market,  Mission, 
Howard  and  Folscm  Sts.  in  the  east- west  direction,  and  Third,  Fourth  and  Fifth 
Sts.  in  the  north- south  direction.    Jitneys  run  along  Mission  St.,  and  along 
Third  and  Fourth  Sts.,  serving  the  Southern  Pacific  Terminal.  Indirect 
service  includes  the  Alameda  Contra  Costa  Transit  District  (A-C  Transit)  and 
the  Golden  Gate  Transit  ferry  system. 
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The  eastern  portion  of  the  YBC  area  abuts  the  southern  extension  of  the 
Financial  District  along  New  Montgomery  St.,  and  is  the  site  of  further 
southward  expansion  of  the  office  uses  on  Hawthorne,  Folsom,  and  Third  Sts. 
The  Market  St.  gateway  to  the  area,  opposite  Grant  Ave.,  is  at  the 
southeastern  edge  of  the  Union  Square  retail  shopping  and  hotel  district,  a 
concentrated  downtown  activity  area.    The  southern  edge  of  the  area  is. 
predominantly  industrial  in  use  and  is  dominated  by  the  Bay  Bridge  approach 
and  Central  Skyway  structures.    West  of  the  YBC  area,  dominant  uses  are  either 
residential  or  are  commercial  uses  of  a  type  which  relate  to  and  support  the 
more-intensive  downtown  activities.    Sixth  St.  contains  retail  outlets  serving 
residents  of  the  area,  and  hotels  catering  to  permanent  residents. 
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A.    GENERAL  APPROACH 

Since  this  doctment  is  a  Supplement,  it  need  only  contain  the  information 
necessary  to  revise  the  YBC  FEIR  so  that  it  adequately  covers  the  impacts  of 
the  new  mixed-use  proposal  for  CB-1  and  the  private  high- school  proposal  for 
SB-4.    For  easy  reference,  the  Supplement  is  organized  in  a  similar  manner  to 
the  YBC  FEIR.    The  Supplement  is  in  two  parts.    Part  A,  following,  contains 
the  analysis  of  the  mixed-use  development  proposal  on  CB-1  (Sections  A-IV 
through  A-XI).    Part  B,  following  that,  contains  the  analysis  of  the  private 
high-school  proposal  on  SB-4  (Sections  B-IV  through  B-XI).    The  Summary  and 
Sections  I  through  III  and  XII  through  XIV  pertain  to  both  proposals. 

For  the  analysis  of  the  new  proposals  for  CB-1  and  SB-4,  the  impacts  of 
development  on  each  site  have  been  analyzed.    Of  the  proposals  evaluated  in 
the  YBC  FEIR  the  1977  Tentative  Proposal  most  closely  approximates  the  current 
Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC  as  a  whole;  information  on  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and 
D  is  presented  for  canparison  with  the  impacts  of  development  on  CB-1  and  SB-4 
as  evaluated  for  the  four  alternatives  considered  in  the  YBC  FEIR.  The 
YBC  FEIR  analyzed  cumulative  development  impacts  for  all  of  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Area.    All  cimulative  impacts  of  the  new  proposals  for  CB-1  and 
SB-4  evaluated  in  this  Supplement  are  considered  to  be  adequately  covered, 
therefore,  by  the  analysis  and  comparison  for  each  site  presented  in  this 
docunent  and  are  not  given  further  specific  discussion.    CB-1  in  this 
Supplement  refers  to  the  GSA  site  and  that  portion  of  Assessor's  Block  3706 
within  the  YBC  boundaries.    SB-4  is  that  portion  of  Assessor's  Block  3763 
within  YBC.    In  the  quantification  of  impacts,  the  same  methods  have  generally 
been  used  as  were  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR  to  facilitate  canparison  among  the 
alternatives  (see  pages  27  -  30  of  the  YBC  FEIR  for  more  detail  on  the 
approach  to  the  evaluation  of  environmental  impacts  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR). 
More-recent  data  available  from  the  San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel  and  Tower, 
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located  about  one-third  mile  west  of  CB-1,  were  used  for  evaluating  the 
impacts  of  the  proposed  hotel  rooms. 

Where  the  impacts  of  the  new  proposals  would  differ  from  those  identified  in 
the  YBC  FEIR,  the  differences  have  been  stated.    Where  the  impacts  would  not 
differ,  the  types  of  information  have  been  briefly  summarized  and  incorporated 
by  reference.    All  impacts  have  been  considered  in  the  1988  time  frame  used  in 
the  YBC  FEIR.    For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  the  49  Fourth  St.  site, 
covering  about  48,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  area  and  occupied  by  the  vacant 
312,000-gross-sq.-ft.  6SA  Bldg.,  has  been  considered  a  part  of  the  CB-1  site 
and  included  in  all  calculations. 


B.    DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  FOUR  ALTERNATIVES  EVALUATED  IN  THE  YBC  FEIR 

Each  redevelopment  area  alternative  in  the  YBC  FEIR  consisted  of  existing, 
comnitted  and  "discretionary"  land  uses.    Discretionary  uses  were  those 
proposed  land  uses  that  varied  eimong  the  four  alternatives;  in  fact,  they 
tended  to  define  each  alternative.    The  following  description  of  the 
alternatives  refers  to  the  discretionary  uses  unless  otherwise  noted. 

Alternative  A  was  based  on  the  official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  YBC,  as  amended 
through  1977  (see  Figure  1).    Within  the  entire  YBC  area,  this  alternative 
would  provide  for  about  6  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  in  high-rise 
buildings;  about  700,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  uses;  a  hotel  on  CB-2;  indoor 
ccnmercial  entertainment  facilities;  the  convention  center;  a  pedestrian 
concourse  and  urban  plazas  extending  fran  Market  St.  to  Howard  St.;  four 
(committed)  sites  for  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly  (602  dwelling  units) 
and  one  market-rate  housing  development  (50  dwelling  units)  atop  a  proposed 
office  building  (apparel  mart);  light  industrial  uses  (about 
1  million  sq.  ft.);  and  two  public  parking  garages. 

In  Alternative  A,  in  CB-1  only,  the  pedestrian  concourse  would  consist  of  a 
landscaped  and  paved  plaza  extending  southward  fran  the  YBC  Market  St. 
gateway,  opposite  Grant  Ave.    It  would  extend  around  and  through  the 
Jessie  St.  Substation  and  along  St.  Patrick's  Church  to  Mission  St.  The 
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pedestrian  concourse  would  be  adjoined  by  office  uses  (1,880,000  sq.  ft.)  and 
re  tail -commercial  uses  (240,000  sq.  ft.).    A  pedestrian  overpass  would  connect 
CB-1  and  CB-2.    In  SB-4,  light-industrial  uses  would  dominate  the  block. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  November  1977  Tentative  Proposal  combined  components 
of  Alternatives  A  and  B.    Alternative  A  was  taken  as  a  base,  with  components 
of  Alternative  B  replacing  some  of  A's  components  (see  YBC  FEIR,  pp.  58  and 
60  -  61). 

Alternative  B  (see  Figure  2)  was  based  on  recommendations  of  the  Mayor's 
Select  Canmittee  on  Yerba  Buena  Center,  which  were  submitted  in  August  1976. 
In  the  entire  YBC  area,  this  alternative  would  provide  for  about 
3  million  sq.  ft.  of  office  space;  about  300,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail  uses;  the 
same  subsidized  housing  for  the  elderly  as  in  Alternative  A  (602  dwelling 
units);  subsidi zed-family  housing  (300  dwelling  units);  additional  market-rate 
housing  (650  dwelling  units  total);  the  convention  center;  a  commercial 
recreation/entertainment  park;  and  about  350,000  sq.  ft.  of  light-industrial 
uses. 

In  Alternative  B,  in  CB-1  only,  the  parcel  between  Mission  and  Jessie  Sts., 
west  of  St.  Patrick's  Church,  would  have  40,000  sq.  ft.  of  retai  1-commerci al 
space  and  100  units  of  market-rate  housing.    The  remainder  of  the  block  would 
be  substantially  the  same  as  in  Alternative  A,  with  121,000  sq.  ft.  of 
retail-conmercial  space  and  1,250,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space.    The  Mayor's 
Select  Committee  recommended  that  the  site  of  the  vacant  building  of  the 
federal  General  Services  Administration  (GSA),  which  fronts  on  Fourth  St. 
between  Stevenson  and  Jessie  Sts.,  be  included  in  YBC  for  use  by  offices  and 
market-rate  housing.    Use  or  disposition  policy  pertaining  to  the  site  has  not 
been  determined  by  the  GSA;  for  that  reason,  redevelopment  of  the  site  was  not 
included  in  the  alternatives  nor  in  the  area  and  use  computations,  but  was 
considered  as  a  variant.    Proposed  new  development  in  SB-4  included 
176,000  sq.  ft.  of  light-industrial  space.    As  a  variant,  some  of  the 
undeveloped  parcels  could  be  used  for  off-street  parking  spaces. 

Alternative  C  (see  Figure  3,  page  13)  for  the  entire  YBC  area  was  based  on  a 
concept  derived  frcm  public  suggestions  and  comments  made  on  the  original 
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III.    Approach  to  the  Evaluation  of  Environmental  Impacts 

redevelopment  plans  and  on  the  earlier  EIR  and  Federal  EIS.    It  included  a 
two-block,  21-acre  public  park  and  contained  no  convention  center  nor 
recreation/entertainment  park.    It  included  more  market-rate  housing  than 
Alternative  B  {1,000  dwelling  units  total)  and  about  half  the  office  and 
retail  space  of  that  alternative,  as  well  as  about  350,000  sq.  ft.  of 
light-industrial  uses. 

In  Alternative  C,  in  CB-1  only,  the  pedestrian  concourse  included  in 
Alternatives  A  and  B  would  be  retained  as  an  activity  plaza  and  gateway  from 
Market  St.  to  the  central  public  park.    New  office  space  in  CB-1  would  be 
reduced  to  approximately  750,000  sq.  ft.,  and  market-rate  housing  would  be 
increased  to  200  units  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Mission  and  Fourth  Sts.  In 
SB-4,  light-industrial  uses  were  proposed. 

Alternative  0  (see  Figure  4)  was  a  "no  action"  alternative  for  YBC  as  a 
whole.    It  was  based  on  the  revocation  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  and  the  sale 
of  all  uncommitted  parcels  on  the  open  market  for  private  uses  which  would 
comply  with  zoning  laws.    A  variant  of  this  "no  action"  alternative  is  one  in 
which  no  further  action  of  any  kind  would  be  taken  and  the  vacant  parcels 
, would  remain  in  their  present  state.    The  available  lot  area  in  CB-1 
(97,000  sq.  ft.  within  the  redevelopment  area)  would  be  developed  under  the 
C-3-R  zoning  district  standards.    The  main  permitted  uses  are 
retail -commercial  and  office  uses,  with  a  maximum  gross  floor  area  ratio  of 
10:1;  that  is,  a  ratio  of  ten  sq.  ft.  of  floor  space  to  one  sq.  ft.  of  lot 
area.    The  block  is  in  the  400-1  Height  and  Bulk  District,  which  permits  a 
maximum  building  height  of  400  feet.    Approximately  100,000  sq.  ft.  of  retail 
space  could  be  developed  and  up  to  2,000,000  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  could  be 
accommodated.    Housing  would  be  permitted.    In  SB-4,  there  would  be 
35,000  sq.  ft.  of  land  available  for  industrial  development  along  Perry  St. 
This  could  accaranodate  approximately  175,000  sq.  ft.  of  industrial  space. 

For  further  description  of  the  four  alternatives,  refer  to  pages  31  -  62  of 
the  YBC  FEIR. 
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A-IY.    Project  Description:    Mixed-Use  Development  on  CB-1 
A-IY.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:    MIXED-USE  DEVELOPMENT  ON  CENTRAL  BLOCK  1 


•  The  new  mixed-use  proposal  for  Central  Block  1  (CB-l)  to  be  evaluated  in 
Part  A  of  this  Supplement  differs  fran  the  mixes  of  uses  considered  for  CB-1 
in  any  of  the  four  alternatives  in  the  YBC  FEIR  {see  Figures  1-4,  pages  10, 
12,  13  and  15)  or  in  any  possible  combination  thereof  {see  page  2  for  the 
reasons  for  these  changes).    As  in  the  four  alternatives,  the  existing 
St.  Patrick's  Church  would  be  retained  and  the  existing  Mercantile  Bldg.  and 
Jessie  St.  Substation  would  be  rehabilitated  and  adaptively  reused  for  office 
and  retail-ccnmerci al  uses.    The  proposal  provides  for  a  pedestrian  concourse 
{similar  to  that  proposed  in  YBC  Alternatives  A,  B  and  C)  which  may  be  covered 
or  open,  linking  Market  St.  with  Mission  St.;  approximately 
500,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  and  approximately  80,000  gross  sq.  ft. 
of  retail-conmiercial  space  (both  including  renovation  of  the  existing 
Jessie  St.  Substation);  up  to  500  market-rate  dwelling  units;  a  700- roan  Arc  on 
Pacific  transient-tourist  hotel  fronting  on  Third  St. /I/,  and  1,500  additional 
transient-tourist  hotel  rooms  to  be  located  in  one  or  more  buildings.    As  in 
Alternative  A,  pedestrian- level  uses  generally  would  be  retail  commercial. 
The  portion  of  Jessie  St.  within  CB-1  would  be  vacated.    The  proposed  office 
and  retail-ccmmerci al  space,  additional  1,500  hotel  roans  and  500  market-rate 
dwelling  units  could  occur  anywhere  on  the  site  not  occupied  by  existing 
buildings  or  proposed  for  the  Arcon  Pacific  hotel  or  pedestrian  concourse  {see 
Figure  5).    Table  1  on  p.  18  presents  a  comparison  of  proposed  mixed  uses  on 
CB-1  with  uses  proposed  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  existing  GSA  Bldg.  on  Fourth  St.  would  be  demolished,  and  the  land  area 
included  as  part  of  the  site.    Although  the  GSA  site  is  included  in  CB-1  for 
this  Supplement,  it  is  not  part  of  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area.    The  General 
Services  Administration  has  not  yet  concluded  negotiations  with  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  for  the  property.    Until  such  negotiations 
are  concluded,  the  GSA  is  considering  construction  of  a  new  federal  office 
building  on  the  49  Fourth  St.  site. 
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A-IY.    Project  Description:    Mixed-Use  Development  on  CB-1 


Proposed  buildings  containing  office  and  retail -COTinercial  space  generally 
would  not  exceed  280  ft.  in  height;  building  heights  above  280  ft.  to  a 
maximum  of  400  ft.  would  be  permitted  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  as  a  bonus 
for  special  undertakings  of  the  developer  elsewhere  on  the  site  and  for 
residential  and  hotel  uses.    Any  such  height  bonus  would  be  negotiated  with 
the  Redevelopment  Agency.    Building  heights  would  be  lower  than  280  ft.  as 
required  to  provide  light  and  sun  to  open  spaces.    Development  on  CB-1  within 
the  YBC  area  would  conform  to  the  current  Redevelopment  Plan.    Development  on 
the  6SA  site  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  City  Planning  Code,  as  may  be 
required. 

Parking  space  would  be  provided  at  a  maximum  rate  of  7%  of  the  gross  floor 
area  for  hotel,  office  and  retail  uses.    This  is  projected  to  be  about  110 
spaces  for  office  and  retail  uses,  90  spaces  for  the  Arcon  Pacific  hotel  and 
200  spaces  for  the  1,500  additional  hotel  rooms.    A  minimun  of  one  space  for 
each  four  dwelling  units  would  be  provided.    This  would  be  a  minimum  of 
125  spaces.    No  new  parking  would  be  constructed  for  the  existing 
Mercantile  Bldg. 

It  is  assuned  for  purposes  of  analysis  that  there  would  be  three  points  of 
access  to  /  egress  fran  the  parking  areas  on  the  site.    The  90  spaces  for  the 
Arcon  Pacific  hotel  would  thus  be  accessible  from  Third  St.  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  hotel.    The  remaining  435  spaces  would  thus  be  accessible  fran  one  point 
midblock  on  Fourth  St.  and  one  point  on  Mission  St.  just  west  of  St.  Patrick's 
Ch urch. 

FOOTNOTES 

/!/  The  700-room  Arcon  Pacific  hotel  was  evaluated  on  CB-1  in  the  YBC  FEIR  as 
a  variant  of  Alternatives  A  and  B  and  the  November  1977  Tentative  Proposal 
(YBC  FEIR,  pages  56,  57  and  60);  as  variants,  development  of  the  700  hotel 
rooms  on  CB-1  was  considered  to  be  instead  of,  not  in  addition  to,  the  hotel 
development  on  CB-2  proposed  under  Alternative  A.    Were  the  new  mixed-use 
proposal  to  be  implemented,  the  hotel  rooms  on  CB-1  would  again  be  instead  of 
(rather  than  in  addition  to)  hotel  rooms  on  CB-2. 
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A-Y.    Environmental  Setting  (CB-l) 


A-V.    ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  (Central  Block  1) 


A.    LAND  USE,  ZONING,  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

1.  LAND  USE 

Land  use  in  the  area  surrounding  the  Verba  Buena  Center  is  described  in  detail 
in  the  YBC  FEIR  on  pages  63  -  64.    An  overview  of  the  land  use  in  the 
Verba  Buena  Center  itself  is  presented  on  pages  64  -  68  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

Much  of  Central  Block  1  is  an  open  area,  most  of  it  used  for  temporary 
parking.    Six  parking  lots,  containing  about  660  spaces,  cover  45X  of  the 
total  block  area.    There  is  a  rubble-strewn  area,  excavated  below  street 
level,  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Mission  and  Fourth  Sts.,  and  two  vacant 
buildings  (one  of  five  stories  and  one  of  ten  stories)  outside  the 
redevelopment  area  and  imnedi ately  adjacent  to  the  General  Services 
Administration  (GSA)  building,  which  is  on  the  corner  of  Stevenson  and 
Fourth  Sts.    The  312,000  sq.-ft.-GSA  Bldg.,  formerly  used  for  governmental 
offices,  is  currently  vacant. 

2.  ZONING 

CB-l  is  located  in  two  City  Planning  Code  Use  Districts  (see  Figure  6).  The 
GSA  building  site  is  zoned  P,  Public  District.    The  rest  of  CB-l  is  zoned 
C-3-R,  Downtown  Retail  District.    The  City  Planning  Code  describes  the  C-3-R 
district  as  one  of  retail  and  c on s tine r- service  uses.    The  Code  permits 
dwelling  units  in  this  district,  but  the  maximum  density  ratio  may  not  be  less 
than  one  dwelling  unit  for  every  125  sq.  ft.  of  lot  area./!/   Hotels  (but  not 
motels)  are  permitted;  professional  and  business  offices,  recreational 
buildings,  and  residential  care  facilities  are  also  permitted.    The  Code  is 
specific  concerning  ground-level  uses  in  this  district:    uses  are  restricted 
to  office  and  retail;  all  other  permitted  uses  must  be  on  stories  other  than 
ground  level,  or  20  feet  behind  the  front  of  the  building. /2/    The  basic 
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A-Y.    Environmental  Setting  (CB-1) 

permitted  Floor  Area  Ratio  for  the  C-3-R  district  is  10:1,  i.e.,  buildings  may 
have  a  floor  area  (excluding  mechanical  and  parking  space)  of  up  to  ten  times 
the  area  of  the  site./3/    Under  a  bonus  system  established  by  Section  126  of 
the  City  Planning  Code,  additional  space  is  permitted  as  specified  for  design 
features  that  improve  pedestrian  and  transit  access  to  the  building  and  offer 
amenities  such  as  multiple  entrances,  parking  access,  plazas,  and  widened 
sidewalks.    On  May  27,  1980  the  Board  of  Supervisors  established  interim 
controls  limiting  the  use  of  this  section  of  the  City  Planning  Code  to  hotels 
and  residential  uses  (Ordinance  No.  240-80).    Use  of  development  bonuses  for 
hotels  and  residential  uses  is  permitted  through  the  Conditional  Use 
authorization  procedure  of  the  City  Planning  Ccmmission.    Unless  extended, 
these  interim  controls  will  end  in  July  1,  1981. 

The  P  district,  or  Public  Use  District,  applies  to  land  owned  by  a  government 
agency,  and  in  some  form  of  public  use,  including  open  space. /4/  Conditional 
uses  (subject  to  approval  by  the  City  Planning  Ccmmission)  include:  medical 
facilities,  schools,  community  facilities,  and  open  recreational  or 
horticultural  areas./ 5/ 

No  off-street  parking  is  required  for  individual  commercial  buildings  in  the 
C-3-R  district/6/;  accessory  parking  is  permitted  to  occupy  an  area  of  up  to 
7%  of  the  gross  floor  area  of  such  buildings./?/   Although  Section  151  of  the 
City  Planning  Code  requires  off-street  parking  for  hotels,  an  exemption  is 
given  in  the  C-3-R  district. 

The  site  is  located  in  the  400-1  Height  and  Bulk  District  (see  Figure  11, 
page  77  of  the  YBC  FEIR).    The  maximun  permitted  height  is  400  feet.    Above  a 
height  of  150  feet,  the  maximum  permitted  length  of  a  building  tower  is 
170  feet,  and  the  maximun  permitted  horizontal  diagonal  dimension  is 
200  feet./8/ 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  has  established  the  Official 
Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Approved  Redevelopment  Project 
(reprinted  September,  1979),  which  is  hereby  incorporated  by  reference.  The 
Redevelopment  Plan  Map,  on  page  40  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan,  shows  CB-1  (not 
including  the  GSA  site)  mapped  within  Land  Use  District  B,  Downtown  Retail. 
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A-V.    Environmental  Setting  (CB-l) 


Among  the  principal  permitted  uses  in  this  District  are:    business  and 
professional  offices,  retail  stores,  restaurants,  churches,  off-street 
parking,  and  hotel  uses.    Permitted  uses  in  this  Redevelopment  Plan  District 
also  include  residential  development,  y/hich  is  confined  to  the  space  above  the 
first  story,  and  which  uses  ground  level  space  for  access  only  (Redevelopment 
Plan,  page  6). 

Specific  development  standards  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  generally  conform  to 
those  of  the  City  Planning  Code.    The  Redevelopment  Plan  was  established 
before  the  adoption  of  interim  controls  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  so 
bonuses  of  additional  floor  space  for  certain  structural  amenities  may  be 
granted  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Conmission  in  accordance 
with  the  Redevelopment  Plan  to  any  use  being  developed  within  the  YBC 
redevelopment  area.    The  Redevelopment  Plan  bonus  schedule  is  in  Table  2  on 
page  10  of  the  Plan.    The  GSA  site,  although  considered  to  be  located  on  CB-l 
for  purposes  of  analysis,  is  outside  the  redevelopment  area.    Development  on 
this  site  would  be  in  accordance  with  the  City  Planning  Code,  as  may  be 
required. 

3.    VISUAL  ASPECTS 

The  visual  setting  of  the  YBC  area  is  described  on  pages  73  -  83  in  the 

YBC  FEIR.    The  view  north  toward  CB-l  frcan  Mission  St.  is  dominated  by  the  red 

brick  facades  of  St.  Patrick's  Church  and  the  Jessie  St.  Substation  and  by  the 

cream-colored  facade  of  the  Mercantile  Bldg.  at  the  corner  of  Third  St.  (see 

Photo  2  on  page  81  of  the  YBC  FEIR);  these  buildings  stand  out  from  the 

surrounding  temporary  parking  lots.    Photo  3  on  page  81  of  the  YBC  FEIR  shows 

the  Mission  St.  view  of  St.  Patrick's  Church  and  the  Jessie  St.  Substation. 

The  building  at  the  left  in  the  foreground  of  Photo  5  is  the  Mercantile  Bldg. 

The  view  from  Third  St.  looking  west  toward  CB-l  is  one  of  asphalt  parking 

lots  and  the  Mercantile  Bldg.    The  Market  St.  side  of  the  portion  of  the 

redevelopment  area  within  CB-l  is  a  parking  lot,  separated  from  Market  St.  by 

a  tall  wooden  fence.    Not  on  the  site,  but  immediately  to  the  west  of  this 

parking  lot,  is  the  Himboldt  Bank  Bldg.,  a  tall  building  with  a  multi-colored 

done  that  has  been  designated  a  City  Landmark  (see  Section  A-V.M.,  page  39). 

The  view  from  CB-l  toward  Market  St.  is  pictured  in  Photo  6,  page  81  of  the 

YBC  FEIR.    Looking  east  toward  CB-l  from  Fourth  St.,  the  gray  GSA  Bldg.  and  a 
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A-Y.    Environmental  Setting  (CB-1) 


large  rubble- strewn,  partially  excavated  lot  are  visible;  beyond  them  is  the 
side  of  St.  Patrick's  Church. 


FOOTNOTES 

/I/  City  Planning  Code,  1979,  Sec.  215(a). 

Ill  Ibid.,  Sec.  212(c). 

/3/  Ibid.,  Sec.  124. 

IM  Ibid.,  Sec.  234. 

75/  Ibid.,  Sec.  234.2. 

76/  Ibid.,  Sec.  161 

777  Ibid.,  Sec.  204.5(c). 

787  Ibid.,  Sec.  270. 


B.  HOUSING  AND  BUSINESS  RELOCATION 

CB-1  contains  St.  Patrick's  Church  and  Rectory,  the  partially  occupied 
Mercantile  Bldg.,  the  vacant  Jessie  St.  Substation,  six  active  temporary 
parking  lots,  and  the  vacant  GSA  Bldg.    There  are  no  residences  on  the  block, 
except  the  church  rectory. 

C.  SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS 

•  The  characteristics  of  the  population  living  in  YBC  prior  to  the  property 
acquisition,  and  subsequent  relocation  of  resident  and  businesses  and 
demolition  of  structures,  are  described  in  detail  on  page  84  of  the  YBC  FEIR, 
based  on  a  1963  survey  made  of  the  area.    The  survey  found  that  the  majority 
of  the  households  were  single-person  households  (93%)  ;  the  majority  of  the 
people  were  male  (93%),  Caucasian  (87%)  and  over  the  age  of  45  (68%).  These 
people  were  generally  unemployed  or  had  small  incomes  and  lived  in  residential 
hotels.    Of  the  few  families  living  in  YBC  at  that  time,  the  majority  had 
employed  heads  of  households  and  lived  in  apartments. 

#  There  are  currently  no  residences  on  CB-1,  except  the  church  rectory.    The  YBC 
area  as  a  whole  had  approximately  800  persons  living  in  it  in  1977.717  Whites 
made  up  the  largest  single  group  at  48%,  followed  by  Asians  (20%)  and  Blacks 
(18%).    There  were  three  large  housing  complexes  for  the  elderly  within  YBC 
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and  the  immediate  vicinity.    Approximately  95%  of  all  the  people  residing  in 
the  YBC  area  in  1977  lived  in  these  complexes,  so  it  follows  that  between  90% 
and  95%  of  all  area  residents  were  over  62  years  old.    It  is  likely  that  the 
majority  of  persons  living  in  the  area  have  low  incomes.    The  programs  under 
which  the  complexes  were  built  include  income  limitations.    In  1979,  after 
certification  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  a  new  112-unit  subsidized  housing  development 
for  the  elderly,  called  Woolf  House,  was  constructed  on  the  southwest  corner 
of  Fourth  and  Howard  Sts. ;  an  additional  70  units  are  also  proposed.  Housing 
was  discussed  for  this  location  in  the  YBC  FEIR  in  Alternatives  B  and  C.  To 
>  date  259  TODCO  (Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corporation)  units,  for  the 
elderly,  have  been  built  in  YBC.    About  365  more  units  are  scheduled  to  be 
built. 

)  Most  of  the  housing  in  the  South  of  Market  is  concentrated  west  of  YBC, 
beginning  near  Sixth  St.  and  extending  to  Ninth,  and  from  Mission  to 
Harrison.    Residential  buildings  are  interspersed  with  commercial  and 
industrial  uses,  and  consist  primarily  of  two-  to  five-story  buildings  on 
small  lots.    The  elderly  probably  make  up  the  largest  community  group  there 
today.    Filipinos  constitute  the  largest  ethnic  community  and  most  of  the 
South  of  Market  families.  /2/ 
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Appendix  C,  page  21  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices  lists  and  describes  all 
available  social  services  for  the  South-of -Market  area  in  July,  1977.    Of  the 
services  listed,  St.  Patrick's  Church  is  on  CB-1. 

The  whole  South-of -Market  area  is  deficient  in  commercial  services, 
restaurants,  and  grocery  stores.    Community  groups  have  cited  needs  for: 
parks  and  open  space,  improved  medical  service,  additional  counselling 
services,  ccmmunity  outreach  programs,  and  child  care  facilities  (YBC  FEIR, 
page  96).    Since  the  certification  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  a  subsidized  cooperative 
food  market  has  been  opened  in  Woolf  House  at  Fourth  and  Howard  Sts.  For 
further  discussion  of  commercial  services  refer  to  Section  V.  C, 
pages  84  -  96  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  All  demographic  and  social  service  data  for  this  section  are  derived  frcm 
studies  done  in  the  sunmer  of  1977  for  the  YBC  FEIR;  descriptive  material  has 
been  added  for  new  information  since  1977. 

#  HI  Information  in  this  paragraph  is  fran  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban 
Research  Association  (SPUR),  June  1981,  South  of  Market:  A  Plan  for  San 
Francisco's  Last  Frontier. 

0.  ECONOMICS 

1.  GENERAL  ECONOMIC  AND  FISCAL  SETTING 

San  Francisco's  evolution  into  a  regional  financial,  government,  and  service 
center  with  its  changes  in  land  uses  and  development  patterns  is  presented  in 
Section  Y.D.  on  page  97  o'f  the  YBC  FEIR.    Office  space  has  continued  to  grow; 
nearly  10  million  sq.  ft.  have  been  added  since  the  1975  study  conducted  by 
Arthur  D.  Little,  Inc.  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning. /I/ 

The  annual  reports  of  the  San  Francisco  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  for  the 
years  1977  through  1979  indicate  that  approximately  10  million  out-of-town 
visitors  (including  convention  delegates)  remained  overnight  in  hotels  and 
motels  during  that  three-year  period.    Approximately  28  million  out-of-town 
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visitors  have  stayed  in  San  Francisco  hotels  and  motels  since  1969  for  an 
average  of  nearly  2.8  million  out-of-town  visitors  annually  for  this  ten-year 
period. 

In  1979,  3.5  million  out-of-town  visitors  remained  overnight  in  San  Francisco 
hotels  and  motels,  and  spent  an  estimated  $1,054  million  in  the  City,  or 
approximately  $301  per  visitor.    In  1979,  approximately  21%  of  all  out-of-town 
visitors  using  hotel  and  motel  facilities  were  convention  delegates.    In  1979, 
a  total  of  about  743,000  convention  delegates  spent  an  estimated  $338  million 
in  San  Francisco,  or  approximately  $455  per  delegate  visit.    This  represents  a 
decrease  of  ^,5%  in  the  number  of  convention  delegates  since  1976,  but  an 
increase  of  36%  in  the  total  emount  spent  by  convention  delegates  since  1976. 
Approximately  60%  of  the  total  1979  convention  delegates  (438,000)  stayed  in 
San  Francisco  hotels  or  motels;  the  remaining  40%  either  lived  in  the  area  or 
stayed  with  family  or  friends. 

During  the  three-year  period  between  1977  and  1980,  out-of-town  visitors  to 
San  Francisco,  excluding  convention  delegates,  increased  an  average  of  7% 
(compounded)  per  year.    Non-convention  visitor  expenditures  in  San  Francisco 
increased  an  average  of  approximately  18%  (compounded)  per  year  during  this 
same  period. 

2.    EMPLOYMENT  AND  FINANCING 

Information  on  employment  in  the  South-of -Market  area  and  in  YBC  is  contained 
in  Section  Y.D.  on  pages  99  -  100  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  and  on  page  29  of  the  YBC 
FEIR  Appendices.    Information  on  the  financing  of  Yerba  Buena  Center 
development  is  contained  in  the  YBC  FEIR  on  pages  100  -119. 

Hotel  Room  Tax 

One  method  of  financing  YBC  development,  the  City  hotel  room  tax,  has  changed 

since  1976.    The  tax  rate  of  6  cents  per  dollar  of  room  rental  increased  to 

8  cents  in  1978  and  then  to  9.75  cents  per  dollars  in  1980.    The  revised 

Ordinance  (Ordinance  No,  502-76)  allocated  up  to  4  of  the  6  cents  to  the 

Convention  Center  under  Proposition  S,  a  policy  declaration  approved  by  the 

voters  in  November  1976.    On  May  22,  1978  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approved 
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Ordinance  No.  251-78  which  increased  the  hotel  tax  rate  from  6  cents  to  8 
cents,  effective  June  30,  1978.    Then,  on  June  30,  1980,  Proposition  0  was 
approved  by  the  voters,  increasing  the  hotel  tax  rate  to  9.75  cents;  the 
additional  1.75  cents  per  dollar  were  allocated  to  the  City's  General  Fund. 
Hotel  roan  tax  allocations  provided  for  in  the  1976  and  1978  Ordinances  are 
discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  274  -  277. 

As  the  hotel  room  tax  ordinance  now  stands,  the  tax  rate  of  9.75%  of  hotel 
room  rental  revenues  is  allocated  as  follows:    41%  for  the  construction  and 
bond  redemption  of  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center;  5.1%  for 
Candlestick  Park  Bond  debts;  5.1%  for  financing  low-income  housing  in  the  YBC 
area;  {adjusting  for  the  Proposition  0  surcharge  and  assuning  the  remaining 
amount  will  be  distributed  similarly  to  the  1979-80  fiscal  year)  about  15%  for 
the  Hotel  Publicity  and  Advertising  Fund;  and,  33.8%  to  the  City's  General 
Fund. 

FOOTNOTE 

IM  From  the  Five  Fremont  Center  DEIR,  EE  80.268,  Table  3:  Cunulative 
High-Rise  Office  Space  Growth  in  San  Francisco  Since  1945,  page  39. 

E.    COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

1 .  WATER 

The  CB-1  area  is  served  by  gravity  flow  fron  the  140-mil  lion-gal  Ion  capacity 
University  Mound  Reservoir,  located  in  the  Portola  District  north  of 
McLaren  Park.    System  details  are  illustrated  in  Appendix  E,  page  43  of  the 
YBC  FEIR  Appendices.    CB-1  is  served  by  twelve-inch  diameter  mains  under 
Mission,  Market  and  Fourth  Sts.  and  by  a  sixteen-inch  diameter  main  under 
Third  St. 

2.  SEWERS 

The  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works 
Department  provides  a  combined  storm  drain  and  sanitary- sewer  service  to  the 
project  area.    Service  would  be  available  frcm  3  ft.  by  5  ft.  brick  mains  in 
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Fourth,  Mission  and  Third  Sts.  and  fran  the  North  Point  main,  an  8-ft.di ameter 
concrete  main  located  under  Market  St.  adjacent  to  CB-1.    System  details 
appear  in  Appendix  E,  page  45  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices. 

#  The  North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant,  which  receives  stormwater  and 
sewage  flows  frcm  the  area,  receives  average  daily  dry-weather  flows  of 
52  million  gallons  per  day  (MGD)./1/   City  treatment  plants  are  not  designed 
to  handle  storm  flow  frcm  rainfall  greater  than  an  average  of  0.02  inches  per 
hour;  the  excess  flows  bypass  the  plants  and  discharge  directly  into  San 
Francisco  Bay  and  the  Pacific  Ocean.    Plans  are  currently  being  implemented  to 
reduce  these  overflows  and  bring  the  City  sewer  system  into  compliance  with 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  requirements.    Bayside  dry-weather 
facilities  (secondary  treatment)  are  scheduled  to  begin  operation  in  December, 
1982.    Dry-weather  flows  fran  the  area  would  be  treated  at  the  Southeast  Water 
Pollution  Control  Plant,  which  would  treat  average  dry-weather  flows  of  85 
MGD.    Peak  capacity  at  the  Plant  would  be  140  MGD  after  expansion.    The  North 
Point  Plant  would  be  used  to  treat  wet-weather  flows  until  completion  of  the 
City  wide  wet-weather  system,  which  may  be  until  after  the  end  of  the  decade 
due  to  1981  cutbacks  in  Federal  funding  programs.    At  that  point  the  North 
Point  Plant  would  probably  be  closed. /2/ 

3.  ELECTRICITY,  GAS  AND  STEAM 

The  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  furnishes  electricity,  natural  gas,  and 
some  steam  power  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco.    Electricity  is  provided  to 
CB-1  frcm  the  225  MVA  (million  volt  ampere)  -  capacity  Mission  St. 
Substation.    The  natural  gas  distribution  system  and  steam-generating  plants 
are  described  in  the  YBC  FEIR  on  page  122. 

4.  SOLID  WASTE 

The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  a  private  firm,  collects  all  solid  wastes 
from  CB-1.    Disposal  operations  are  described  on  pages  122  -  123  of  the 
YBC  FEIR. 


i 


28 


A-Y.    Environmental  Setting  (CB-1) 

5.  COMMUNICATIONS 

Telephone  service  is  provided  by  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Ccmpany. 

6.  POLICE 

CB-1  is  patrolled  by  San  Francisco  Police  Department  officers  frcm  the 
Southern  Station  at  the  Hall  of  Justice  at  850  Bryant  St.    Squad  cars  cover 
the  South-of -Market  area  as  far  south  as  16th  St.    There  are  no  foot  patrols 
in  the  vicinity  of  CB-1  (YBC  FEIR,  page  124). 

7.  FIRE 

Station  Nos.  1,  8  and  13  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  serve  the  CB-1 
area.    One  station  is  within  two  blocks  of  the  site;  this  is  Station  No.  1  at 
416  Jessie  St.    Response  time  is  three  minutes  or  less  (YBC  FEIR,  page  126). 
Station  No.  27  at  356  Seventh  St.  and  Station  No.  35  at  676  Howard  St.  were 
closed  in  1980. 

8.  SCHOOLS 

No  school -age  children  are  known  to  be  living  on  CB-1. 

9.  PARKS  AND  RECREATION 

There  are  no  parks  or  mini  parks  in  the  inmediate  area. 

10.  MEDICAL 

San  Francisco  General  Hospital,  approximately  three  miles  frcm  CB-1,  is  the 
nearest  public  hospital.    City  ambulance  service  response  time  from  the 
hospital  averages  four  to  six  minutes  (YBC  FEIR,  page  127). 

For  further  discussion  of  ccmmunity  services  in  the  YBC  area,  refer  to 
Section  Y.  E.,  pages  120  -  129  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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FOOTNOTES 

/!/  R.  Chin,  Superintendent,  North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant, 
telephone  communication,  February  20,  1980. 

HI  D.  Hayashi,  Coordinator  of  Public  Participation,  San  Francisco  Clean  Water 
Program,  telephone  ccramunication,  March  7,  1980,  and  D.  Thompson,  Public  Clean 
Water  Information  Officer,  telephone  communication,  August  7,  1980, 


F.  TRANSPORTATION 
Street  System 

Central  Block  1  (CB-l)  is  the  northernmost  block  in  the  YBC  area,  bordered  by 
Market,  Mission,  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.    All  four  of  the  streets  are  Transit 
Arterial  streets  as  defined  in  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan  and  Transit 
Streets  as  defined  in  the  Mass  Transit  Plan  of  the  Transportation  Element  of 
the  San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan./!/   Third,  Fourth  and  Market  Sts.  are 
also  defined  as  Major  Thoroughfares  in  the  Thoroughfares  Plan./2/    For  a  more 
detailed  description  of  the  street  system  in  the  YBC  area,  refer  to  Section 
Y.F.  on  pages  130  -  136  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

Traffic  Characteristics 

Analysis  of  the  p.m.  peak-hour  movements  of  pedestrians,  automobiles,  transit 
vehicles,  trucks  and  other  vehicles  has  been  made  to  update  {as  necessary) 
information  contained  in  Section  Y.F.  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  137  -  155. 

Pedestrians.    CB-1  is  located  in  an  area  of  intense  pedestrian  activity. 
Refer  to  page  137  of  the  YBC  FEIR  for  a  description  of  pedestrian  activity  in 
the  YBC  area. 

Transit.    CB-1  is  served  directly  by  both  surface  and  subsurface  Muni  routes. 
Entrances  to  the  Market  St.  Muni  Metro  and  BART  subway  are  located  adjacent  to 
CB-1.    There  are  surface  streetcar,  motorcoach  and  trolley  coach  stops  on 
Market  St.  near  the  frontage  of  CB-1.    On  the  Third,  Fourth  and  Mission  St. 
frontages  are  Muni  motorcoach  and  trolley  coach  stops. 
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Muni  is  currently  carrying  approximately  20,110  passengers  outbound  on 
30  routes  passing  through  downtown  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour./3/   Refer  to 
page  138  of  the  YBC  FEIR  for  a  description  of  additional  transit  services  in 
the  YBC  area.    The  Richmond  -  Daly  City  line  has  been  added  to  the  BART  system 
since  the  preparation  of  the  YBC  FEIR  (1978). 

Mixed  Vehicles.    Refer  to  page  145  of  the  YBC  FEIR  for  a  description  of 
vehicular  traffic  volimes  and  speeds  on  the  street  system  in  the  YBC  area. 
Analysis  of  two  intersections  on  the  periphery  of  CB-1  has  been  updated  to 
determine  existing  p.m.  peak-hour  conditions  in  the  vicinity.  Peak-hour 
turning-movement  counts  were  made  at  the  intersections  of  Fourth  and 
Mission  Sts.  and  Market  and  Stockton/Ellis/Fourth  Sts./4/   See  Appendix  B, 
page  137,  for  a  description  of  the  method  of  capacity  analysis  and  definition 
of  the  Levels  of  Service.    Analysis  of  the  count  data  indicates  that  the 
intersection  of  Fourth  and  Mission  Sts.  is  currently  operating  at  Level  of 
Service  D  (volune/capacity  (v/c)  ratio  0.84),  indicating  poor  traffic 
conditions.    The  intersection  of  Market  and  Stockton/Ellis/Fourth  Sts.  is 
operating  at  Level  of  Service  A  (v/c  ratio  0,51)  during  the  p.m.  peak  one-hour 
period;  this  indicates  excellent  traffic  operations,    {v/c  =  0.91  -  1.00  for 
Level  of  Service  E)    The  Level  of  Service  at  the  latter  intersection  was 
recently  improved  by  geometric  design  changes  which  increased  its  capacity. 
These  service  levels  are  based  on  hourly  traffic  volunes,  consistent  with 
recent  practice  in  other  planning  studies  of  downtown  San  Francisco  traffic; 
peak  15-minute  volunes  were  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 

Parking 

Parking  studies  conducted  for  the  YBC  FEIR  (see  pages  155  -  156)  for  CB-1  are 
applicable  to  this  Supplement  as  the  existing  uses  on  CB-1  are  essentially 
unchanged  fron  the  earlier  report.    However,  construction  of  the  George  R. 
Moscone  Convention  Center  has  removed  the  majority  of  the  surface  parking 
facilities  in  the  YBC  area.    Analysis  of  one  study  shows  daily  parking 
occupancies  in  the  parking  spaces  not  removed  by  construction  to  be  in  the 
range  of  Q0%  to  90%. /5/   For  off-street  parking  spaces  a  rule  of  thtmb  used  by 
traffic  engineers  is  that  85%  occupancy  represents  "full"  occupancy.  The 
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remaining  spaces  are  in  the  process  of  being  -  or  about  to  be  -  occupied  by 
arriving  vehicles. 

The  site  is  within  the  Downtown  Core  automobile  control  area  designated  in  the 
Transportation  Plan  for  Downtown  and  Yicinity./6/   This  area  is  described  in 
the  Plan  as  "that  intensely  populated  area  which  functions  as  a  financial, 
administrative,  shopping  and  entertainment  center  where  priority  must  be  given 
to  the  efficient  and  pleasant  movement  of  business  clients,  shoppers  and 
visitors;  where  a  continuing  effort  should  be  made  to  improve  pedestrian, 
transit  and  service  vehicle  access  and  circulation;  where  priority  for  the  use 
of  limited  street  and  parking  space  within  this  core  should  be  available  for 
these  functions;  and  where  a  continuing  effort  should  be  made  to  reduce  the 
impact  of  the  private  commuter  vehicle." 

The  Revisions  to  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  Master  Plan  Regarding 
Parking,  confirm  the  statement  in  the  Plan  for  Transportation  (1977)  that  "all 
additions  to  the  commuter  load  as  a  result  in  job  growth  in  the  City  should  be 
made  by  public  transit."    In  accordance  with  this  statement,  objectives  and 
policies  guiding  and  limiting  the  provision  of  parking  are  outlined  in  the 
revisions  to  the  Downtown  Transportation  Plan  and  Plan  for  Transportation./7/ 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Comni ssion.  Resolution  6834,  April  27,  1972, 
Comprehensive  Plan,  Transportation  Element,  page  25. 

Ill  Ibid.,  Thoroughfares  Plan,  page  23. 

/3/  Source:    San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  schedule  checks  on  various 
weekdays  in  1979  and  1980. 

/4/  Manual  turning-movement  counts  made  by  TJKM,  traffic  engineers,  on  Monday 
and  Tuesday,  October  20  and  21,  1980,  between  4:30  and  5:30  p.m. 

/5/  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  Crocker 
Plaza  FEIR,  EE  78.298,  1979. 

/6/  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission,  Resolution  6834,  April  27,  1972, 
Map  A. 

PI  City  Planning  Ccmmi ssion  Resolution  7647,  January  20,  1977. 
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G.    CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

San  Francisco's  air  quality  is,  in  general,  the  highest  for  all  developed 
portions  of  the  Bay  Area.    The  City's  predominantly  westerly  and  northwesterly 
winds  tend  to  carry  pollutants  to  other  parts  of  the  Bay  Area,  chiefly  east 
and  south.    Much  of  the  City  is  generally  upwind  frcm  major  sources,  such  as 
industrial  areas,  airports,  freeways,  and  other  urban  areas.  Light-variable 
(calm)  wind  situations,  which  occur  about  25%  of  the  time  on  an  annual  basis, 
lead  to  stagnation  in  the  airshed,  most  cocranonly  in  the  fall  and  winter 
months.    At  such  times,  the  potential  exists  for  the  entire  Bay  Area  to 
experience  high  concentrations  of  pollutants.    The  San  Francisco  climate  is 
described  in  detail  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  158  -  160. 

Table  C-1,  Appendix  C,  page  138,  is  an  air-pollutant  summary  for 

San  Francisco,  based  on  measurements  taken  frcm  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 

Management  District  (BAAQMD)  monitoring  station  at  939  Ellis  St.,  less  than 

one  mile  from  CB-1.    This  station  is  located  on  the  roof  of  a  nine-story 

building,  and  so  does  not  reflect  street-level  concentrations  of  pollutants. 

It  is  more  accurately  interpreted  as  an  overview  of  regional  background 

pollutants. 

Over  90%  of  street-level  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  is  emitted  from  vehicular 
sources.    CO  concentrations,  therefore,  can  vary  greatly  fron  place  to  place 
within  the  City.    Table  2  shows  estimates  of  1980  CO  levels  along  Fourth  and 
Mission  Sts.,  fronting  CB-1. 

On  a  daily  basis,  the  highest  8- hour- aver  aged  CO  concentrations  occur  between 
4:00  p.m.  and  2:00  a.m.    An  intense,  but  brief,  maximum  occurs  from  7:00  to 
9:00  a.m.;  this  is  followed  by  reduced  levels  frcm  10:00  a.m.  to  4:00  p.m. 
The  greatest  build-up  of  CO  occurs  in  winter  when  the  formation  of  low-level 
radiation  inversions  corresponds  to  the  evening  traffic  peak  hour  (YBC  FEIR, 
page  162).    Information  on  concentrations  of  other  pollutants  and  on  air 
quality  management  is  on  pages  152  -  170  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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TABLE  2:      ESTIMATED  1980  WORST-CASE  ROADSIDE  CARBON  MONOXIDE  (CO) 
CONCENTRATIONS  AT  CB-1 


 CO  Concentration*  in  ppm**  

Street  Evening  Peak  Hour  Highest  8-Hour  Average 

Fourth  St.  20.2  10.0*** 

Mission  St.  23.2  10.7*** 

*  Roadway-generated  concentrations  were  added  to  ambient  "background" 
concentrations.    Background  concentrations  were  assuned  to  be  14.4  ppm  for  one 
hour  and  8.3  ppm  for  eight  hours. 
**  ppm:    parts  per  million 

***  Exceeds  the  applicable  standards:  35  ppm  for  one  hour  and  9  ppm  for  eight 
hours 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District  (BAAPCD),  1975,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis  of 
Projects,  Information  Bulletin,  as  updated  by  BAAQMD,  1978  and  1979  for 
changes  in  vehicle  emission  factors,  and  based  on  traffic  data  from  TJKM. 


H.  NOISE 

The  Department  of  Public  Works  has  developed  noise  zones  for  the  City,  using 

the  noise  descriptor  levels  L^q  and  LgQ.    These  are  statistical  noise 

levels  which  represent  environmental  sound  levels  in  dBA/1/  which  are  exceeded 

^Q%  and  90%  of  the  time,  respectively.    L^q  is  useful  in  representing 
intrusive  noise  levels,  and  representing  background  noise  levels. 

The  Department  of  Public  Works'  data  show  that  the  YBC  area,  including  CB-1, 
falls  within  the  following  zones  (YBC  FEIR,  page  172)./2/ 

Daytime  Nighttime 

L^o,  75  dBA  Lio,  70  dBA 

Lgo,  60  dBA  Lgo,  60  dBA 
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In  the  Transportation  Noise  Element  of  the  Canprehensi ve  Plan  (Department  of 
City  Planning,  1974),  the  Department  of  City  Planning  mapped  the  YBC  area 
within  a  24-hour- aver  aged  background  noise  level  (Ldn)/3/  zone  of  65  dBA. 

The  City  has  established  land-use  compatibility  criteria  for  conmunity  noise 
(San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Transportation  Noise  Element  of 
the  Canprehensi  ve  Plan  of  San  Francisco,  August  1974).    These  criteria  are 
given  in  Figure  H-1,  page  145  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices. 

FOOTNOTES 

IM  dBA;  decibels  measured  on  the  A-weighted  scale,  which  is  sensitive  to  the 
frequency  response  of  the  typical  him  an  ear. 

Ill  The  noise  maps  are  available  for  inspection  at  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  Bureau  of  Engineering,  45  Hyde  St.,  Room  222,  San  Francisco. 

/3/  Ldn:    an  averaged  sound  level  measurement  based  on  hunan  reaction  to 
cimulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period.    To  account  for  greater 
annoyance,  10  dBA  are  added  to  measured  noise  levels  between  10:00  p.m.  and 
7:00  a.m. 

I.    RESOURCE  USE 
1 .  ENERGY 

Electricity  and  natural  gas  service  is  provided  in  the  project  area  by  Pacific 
Gas  and  Electric  Ccmpany  (PGAE).    New  demands  for  electricity  in  the  PG^ 
service  area  of  Northern  California  will  be  met  primarily  with  nonrenewable 
energy  resources  including  natural  gas,  coal  and  nuclear  fuels.    Among  the 
major  new  power  plants  which  are  anticipated  by  PG^iE  are  the  Diablo  Canyon 
nuclear  power  plant  in  San  Luis  Obispo  County  and  the  proposed  Montezuna 
coal -fired  power  plant  in  Solano  County.    In  response  to  a  directive  of  the 
State  Public  Utilities  Ccromission,  PGAE  will  also  be  required  to  increase 
generating  capacity  from  co-generation  projects,  which  generate  electricity  in 
combination  with  industrial  processes  that  already  use  fossil  fuels  as  a 
source  of  heat.    PGAE  also  anticipates  the  construction  of  additional 
geothermal  plants  and  increased  purchases  of  electricity  fran  other  utilities; 
this  power  would  come  primarily  frcm  hydroelectric  and  nuclear  power  plants  in 
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Washington  State.    No  new  nuclear  power  plants  not  already  under  construction 
or  in  operation  are  planned  in  California./2/ 

PG^E  has  a  steam  supply  system  which  extends  past  the  CB-1  portion  of  the  site 
to  Howard  St.;  however,  the  existing  system  is  effectively  operating  at 
capacity  and  is  no  longer  accepting  additional  customers.  Additional 
information  may  be  found  in  Section  Y.I.,  pages  186  -  188  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

2.  WATER 

The  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  under  the  control  of  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Conmiission,  provides  water  to  the  City  of 
San  Francisco  from  the  Hetch  Hetchy  reservoir  system.    Discussion  of  the 
Hetch  Hetchy  water  system  delivery  capacity  and  storage  capacity  is  in  the 
YBC  FEIR,  pages  188  -  189. 

Most  of  CB-1  is  vacant  or  used  for  parking.    The  church,  rectory,  and 
Mercantile  Bldg.  retail  uses  together  require  approximately  606,000  gallons  of 
water  per  year./!/   The  GSA  Bldg.  and  Jessie  St.  Substation  are  unoccupied. 

FOOTNOTE 

/I/  Calculation  based  on  YBC  FEIR,  page  189,  Table  28,  and  on  YBC  FEIR 
Appendices,  Appendix  A,  Table  A-1,  page  1. 

in  California  Energy  Commission,  1981,  Status  of  Proposed  Energy  Projects; 
CEC,  Sacramento,  California. 

J.    GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMOLOGY 
GEOLOGY 

Bedrock  lies  buried  beneath  unconsolidated  sands  and  Bay  mud  at  the  CB-1 
site.    The  bedrock  is  Franciscan  formation  rock.    For  further  information  on 
topography  and  geological  materials,  refer  to  Section  Y.  J.,  pages  191  -  198 
of  the  YBC  FEIR.    Topography  is  shown  in  Figure  24  and  Geology  in  Figure  25, 
pages  193  -  195  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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SEISMOLOGY 

Mo  active  faults  are  known  to  exist  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco.    A  small 
inactive  fault  is  mapped  on  Rincon  Hill  to  the  southeast  of  CB-1.  Several 
active  fault  zones  which  affect  the  area  are:    the  San  Andreas  Fault,  the 
Hayward  Fault,  and  the  Sunol -Calaveras  Fault.    Potential  earthquake  hazards  on 
CB-1  include:    groundshaking;  liquefaction  (the  transformation  of  loose  wet 
sand  to  a  fluid  state  similar  to  quicksand)  which  would  result  in  lateral 
landsliding  and  bearing  capacity  failure;  and  subsidence  (sinking  of  the  land 
surface  due  to  the  settling  of  canpressible  earth).    The  dune  sand  which 
covers  the  site  has  good  stability,  low  compressibility,  and  thus  a  low 
potential  for  failure.    The  greatest  danger  would  be  frcm  liquefaction  if  the 
water  table  were  near  the  surface.    CB-1  would  be  subject  to  "strong" 
ground  shaking/1/.    Because  of  the  geologic  materials  underlying  CB-1,  this 
block  would  experience  the  least  potential  hazard  in  the  YBC  area  in  a  major 
earthquake.    The  effects  of  a  major  earthquake  in  the  area  would  be  confined 
to  general  cracking  of  masonry  and  brickwork.    For  further  information  on 
Seismology,  refer  to  pages  192  -  206  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    Page  203  of  the 
YBC  FEIR  contains  a  map  of  Areas  of  Potential  Seismic  Hazard. 

FOOTNOTE 

/I/  On  a  three-step  scale  consisting  of:    "violent  groundshaking",  "very 
strong  groundshaking",  and  "strong  groundshaking".    From  John  A.  Blune 
Associates,  1974,  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation  Geologic 
Eval  uati  on. 

K.  HYDROLOGY 

There  are  no  water  courses,  springs  or  lakes  in  the  CB-1  area.    The  area  is 
low-lying,  and  under  natural  drainage  would  receive  surface  runoff  frcm 
surrounding  areas  to  the  north  and  east.    The  groundwater  table  ranged  frcm  8 
to  13  feet  below  the  surface  in  1964.    Storm  runoff  is  discharged  into  the 
combined  sanitary  sewer  and  storm  drain  system.    For  further  information, 
refer  to  Section  Y.K.,  pages  207  -  211  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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L.  ECOLOGY 

Open  areas  on  CB-1  are  either  paved  or  rubble- strewn.    Wildlife  under  these 
conditions  is  substantially  restricted.    No  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal 
species  was  noted  on  the  site.    The  area  supports  a  Norway  rat  population 
which  lives  in  the  old  sewer  lines  that  were  not  removed  when  buildings  were 
demolished.    For  further  information  on  the  ecology  of  the  YBC  area,  refer  to 
Section  V.L.,  pages  210  -  211  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

M.    ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

For  a  discussion  of  archaeologic  and  historic  aspects  of  the  YBC  area,  refer 
to  Section  Y.M.,  Archaeological  and  Historic  Aspects,  pages  212  -  218e  of  the 
YBC  FEIR. 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  has  conducted  an 
architectural  survey  and  resources  inventory  (The  Foundation  for 
San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  1979,  Splendid  Survivors, 
San  Francisco's  Downtown  Architectural  Heritage),  rating  all  downtown 
buildings  constructed  prior  to  1945  frcm  a  low  of  "D"  to  a  high  of  "A"  (see 
Appendix  E,  page  141,  for  discussion  of  the  rating  system).    Four  buildings  in 
CB-1  within  the  redevelopment  area  are  rated  in  the  Heritage  Survey.    Three  of 
the  buildings  were  listed  in  the  1976  Architectural  Inventory  by  the 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  a  citywide  inventory  of 
architecturally  significant  buildings.    Buildings  were  rated  on  a  scale  frcm  a 
high  of  "5"  to  a  low  of  "0"  (see  Appendix  E,  page  141,  for  a  discussion  of  the 
rating  system). 

St.  Patrick's  Church,  on  the  north  side  of  Mission  St.  between  Third  and 
Fourth  Sts.,  the  Mercantile  Bldg.  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Mission  and 
Third  Sts.  (700  Mission  St.),  and  the  Jessie  St.  Substation  are  rated  "A"  in 
the  Heritage  survey.    In  the  Department  of  City  Planning  survey,  St.  Patrick's 
Church  is  rated  "3"  and  the  Mercantile  Bldg.  and  Jessie  St.  Substation  are 
rated  "5".    The  St.  Patrick's  Rectory,  adjacent  to  St.  Patrick's  Church  on 
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Mission  St.  is  rated  "C"  in  the  Heritage  Survey  and  was  not  rated  in  the  City 
Planning  Survey. 

In  May,  1980,  the  San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission  published  a  Listing 
of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Significant  Buildings  in  the  Downtown 
to  encourage  preservation  of  structures  of  architectural  or  historic  merit 
that  are  not  designated  landmarks.    The  Mercantile  Bldg.  (700  Mission  St.)  is 
the  only  structure  in  CB-1  within  the  redevelopment  area  included  in  the 
list.    The  Jessie  St.  Substation  and  St.  Patrick's  Church  have  already  been 
designated  landmarks,  and  thus  were  not  considered  for  the  list. 

The  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  Bldg.  at  49  Fourth  St.  is  not  within 
the  redevelopment  area,  but  is  included  in  CB-1  in  this  Supplement.  The 
11-story  steel-frcune  office  loft,  with  five-story  rear  addition,  was  built  in 
1925.    The  structure  has  a  three-part  vertical  composition  and  "vaguely  Gothic 
ornamentation". /I/   The  GSA  Bldg.  is  rated  "B"  in  the  Heritage  Survey,  but  was 
not  rated  in  the  City  Planning  survey.    It  is  included  in  the  May  1980  City 
Planning  Commission  list.    With  the  concurrence  of  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  (SHPO),  the  GSA  Bldg.  has  been  determined  by  the  General 
Services  Administration  not  to  be  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  PI  aces. /2/ 

Several  structures  on  Assessor's  Block  3706  adjacent  to  the  YBC  Market  St. 
frontage  of  CB-1,  but  outside  the  Redevelopment  Area,  are  rated  in  the 
Department  of  City  Planning  and  Heritage  Surveys.    The  Hunboldt  Bank  Bldg.,  at 
785  Market  St.,  abuts  the  western  edge  of  the  YBC  Market  St.  entrance.  Under 
construction  at  the  time  of  the  1906  earthquake  and  fire,  the  Hunboldt  Bank 
Bldg.  was  entirely  destroyed.    It  was  subsequently  redesigned  and  rebuilt  with 
a  steel  frane  braced  by  lattice  girders  and  cladding  of  sandstone  at  the  base 
with  terra  cotta  above.    The  building  appears  fran  the  street  as  a  domed  tower 
with  Renaissance/Baroque  ornamentation.    The  design  is  adapted  from  the  1898 
Call  Bldg.  (now  the  Central  Tower  at  703  Market  St.). /I/   The  Hunboldt  Bank 
Bldg.  is  rated  as  "4"  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  Survey,  and  is  rated 
"A"  in  the  Heritage  Survey.    It  is  included  in  the  May  1980  City  Planning 
Commission  list. 
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The  Carroll  and  Tilton  Bldg.  at  735  Market  St.  and  the  Bancroft  Bldg.  at 
725-31  Market  St.  are  east  of  the  YBC  Market  St.  frontage.    The  structures 
were  constructed  in  1907  and  1908,  respectively,  and  are  both  six  stories  with 
Renaissance/Baroque  ornamentation  and  brick  construction.    Together  with  the 
Hunboldt  Bank  Bldg.,  the  buildings  form  a  frame  for  the  Market  St.  entrance  to 
the  YBC. /I/   The  structures  are  rated  "0"  in  the  City  Planning  survey,  and  "B" 
in  the  Heritage  Survey.    Both  are  included  in  the  May  1980  City  Planning 
Ccmnission  list. 

The  721  Market  St.  Bldg.  and  the  715-719  Market  St.  Bldg.  are  east  of  the 
Bancroft  Bldg.  on  Assessor's  Block  3706  outside  the  Redevelopment  Area.  They 
were  built  in  1907  and  1906,  respectively,  and  were  both  remodeled  about 
1940.    Both  buildings  are  rated  "C"  in  the  Heritage  Survey,  and  715  -  719 
Market  St.  is  rated  "1"  in  the  City  Planning  Survey.    The  building  at 
721  Market  St.  was  not  rated  in  the  City  Planning  Survey.    Neither  structure 
is  included  in  the  May  1980  City  Planning  Commission  list. 

The  Central  Tower,  formerly  the  Call  Bldg.,  is  located  at  the  southwest  corner 
of  Third  and  Market  Sts.  (703  Market)  on  Assessor's  Block  3706  outside  the 
redevelopment  area.    The  Central  Tcwer  was  constructed  in  1898,  was  damaged  in 
the  1906  earthquake  and  fire,  and  was  subsequently  rebuilt.    The  original 
design  was  a  domed  tower;  the  building  was  considered  one  of  the  finest 
skyscrapers  ever  built  in  San  Franci sco./l/    Its  form  was  imitated  in  many 
local  designs;  only  one,  the  Hunboldt  Bank  Bldg,  at  785  Market  St.,  was  ever 
built.    The  Central  Tower  was  remodeled  in  the  late  1930' s.    The  strength  of 
the  steel  frame  allowed  the  replacement  of  the  dome  with  six  office  floors. 
The  remodeled  structure  has  the  form  of  a  Moderne,  set-back  tower.  The 
Central  Tower  is  rated  "B"  in  the  Heritage  Survey  and  "1"  in  the  Department  of 
City  Planning  Survey.    It  is  included  in  the  May  1980  City  Planning  Commission 
list. 
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FOOTNOTES 

/!/  The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  1979,  Splendid 
Survivors,  San  Francisco's  Downtown  Architectural  Heritage. 

IV  Carl  Blalock,  Regional  Historic  Preservation  Office,  Public  Buildings 
Service,  General  Services  Administration,  letter  dated  12  January  1981. 
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A-YI.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  (Central  Block  1) 


A.    LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 
1.    LAND  USE 

The  proposed  land  uses  for  CB-1  would  change  the  nature  of  most  of  the 
existing  land  uses  frcm  temporary  parking  lots  and  vacant  or  partially  vacant 
buildings  to  a  high-density  activity  center,  including  hotel  rooms,  office  and 
retail -coimercial  space,  a  public  pedestrian  concourse  and  market-rate 
dwelling  units. 

#  This  land  use  change  is  part  of  a  trend  occurring  in  South  of  Market  blocks 
nearest  Market  St.    A  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association 
(SPUR)  study  on  South  of  Market/1/  identifies  office  expansion  as  a  major 
development  pressure  in  the  area,  particularly  east  of  YBC  frcm  Market  to 
Folsom  Streets.    The  expansion  is  likely  to  continue;  SPUR  projects  that  at 
least  two- thirds  of  the  Downtown  growth  between  1980  and  1990  can  be  expected 
to  occur  in  South  of  Market.    The  SPUR  study  recommends  that  mixed- use  housing 
and  conmercial  development  be  encouraged  in  the  southern  and  eastern  areas  of 
CB-1  and  that  retail,  entertainment  and  office  uses  be  encouraged  along  Market 
St.  and  in  the  western  portion  of  CB-1. /I /   Major  tourist  hotel  developments 
of  about  1,800  rooms  have  also  recently  been  approved  approximately  two  blocks 
west  of  the  site  (  North  of  Market  )  and  further  hotel  development  has  been 
proposed  for  that  area. 

The  proposed  mixed-use  development  on  CB-1  would  contain  about  2,200  hotel 

rooms.    In  canparison,  all  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives  for  CB-1  would  be 

predominantly  business  uses,  with  the  balance  being  retail -commercial  uses 

(YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  Appendix  A,  Table  A-1,  page  1).    The  proposed  mixed-use 

development  would  be  largely  a  mixture  of  retail,  office,  hotel  and 

residential  uses,  whereas  the  YBC  alternatives  for  CB-1  largely  would  be 

expanded  Financial  District  uses.    The  mixed-use  proposal  would  provide  up  to 
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500  high-rise  market-rate  dwelling  units.    Of  the  four  YBC  alternatives. 
Alternatives  B  and  C  would  provide  100  and  200  market-rate  dwelling  units, 
respectively,  for  CB-l  (YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  Appendix  A,  Table  A-1,  page  1). 
Alternatives  A  and  D  would  provide  no  housing  on  CB-l.    The  hotel  and  housing 
uses  proposed  for  CB-l  would  attract  tourist- serving  and  resi dent- serving 
commercial  services  to  the  block.    Proximity  to  the  Financial  District  and  to 
public  transportation  would  attract  businesses. 

Possible  land  use  conflicts  might  result  as  the  nighttime  and  weekend  influx 
of  visitors  to  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center  on  CB-3  and  to  the 
recreation/entertainment  park  proposed  on  CB-2  in  Alternative  B  would  produce 
nighttime  and  weekend  activity  and  noise  near  the  proposed  dwelling  units. 
The  severity  of  this  conflict  would  depend  on  the  location  of  the  dwelling 
units  in  relation  to  the  pedestrian  concourse,  the  recreation/entertainment 
park  on  CB-2,  and  tourist  services. 

2.  ZONING 

All  of  the  proposed  uses  would  conform  with  the  permitted  land  uses  for  the 
block  in  the  Official  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Approved 
Redevelopment  Project  (San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  reprinted  September 
1979).    All  of  the  uses  proposed  are  permitted  uses  under  the  San  Francisco 
City  Planning  Code  (1979),  for  the  C-3-R  District.    Construction  of  any  of  the 
proposed  uses  on  the  GSA  site  would  require  a  rez oning  of  the  site  from 
P-Public  to  C-3-R  (Downtown  Retail).    The  P  designation  is  generally  reserved 
for  areas  occupied  by  governmental  uses,  with  other  public  and  canmunity  uses 
allowed  by  Conditional  Use  authorization. 

Development  on  the  parcels  within  the  redevelopment  area  would  be  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  would  be  reviewed 
by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.    As  the  GSA  site  is  outside  the 
redevelopment  area,  development  on  that  site  would  be  required  to  comply  with 
the  provisions  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  including  the  interim  controls 
enacted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  27,  1980.    Under  the  interim 
controls.  Section  126  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  governing  specified  floor 
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area  bonuses  for  certain  design  features,  was  suspended.    Hotel  and 
residential  structures  v^re  exempted  and  may  apply  for  floor  area  bonuses 
under  Conditional  Use  authorization  procedures. 

•  3.    VISUAL  ASPECTS 

The  proposed  mixed-use  development  of  CB-1  would  have  a  visual  character 
similar  to  that  of  CB-1  under  Alternative  A,  as  described  on  pages  227  -  228 
of  the  YBC  FEIR.    As  in  Alternative  A,  pedestrian- level  uses  generally  would 
be  retail-commercial.    In  the  new  proposal,  the  pedestrian  concourse  could  be 
covered,  rather  than  open  as  in  Alternatives  A,  B  and  C.  Structures 
containing  predominantly  office  and  retail-ccmmerci al  uses  would  not  exceed 
280  ft.  in  height,  except  as  a  bonus  for  special  undertakings  by  the  developer 
elsewhere  on  the  site;  such  height  bonuses  would  be  negotiated  with  the 
Redevelopment  Agency.    Hotel  and  residential  structures  and  structures 
receiving  height  bonuses  could  be  as  tall  as  400  ft.    The  GSA  Bldg.  outside 
the  redevelopment  area  would  be  demolished  and  replaced  by  new  construction. 

FOOTNOTE 

#  /I/  San  Francisco  Planning  and  Urban  Research  Association  (SPUR),  June  1981, 
South  of  Market;    A  Plan  for  San  Francisco's  Last  Frontier. 

B.    HOUSING  AND  BUSINESS  RELOCATION 

Table  32,  page  241  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  contains  a  business  relocation  schedule 
for  the  entire  YBC  area  for  the  years  1977-1980.    No  businesses  or  residences 
on  CB-1  would  require  relocation. 

Although  the  GSA  site  is  included  in  CB-1  for  this  Supplement,  it  is  not  part 

of  the  YBC  redevelopment  area.    The  General  Services  Administration  has  not 

yet  concluded  negotiations  with  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  for  the 

property.    Until  such  negotiations  are  concluded,  the  GSA  is  considering 

construction  of  a  new  federal  office  building  on  the  49  Fourth  St.  site.  The 

proposed  new  federal  office  building  is  the  subject  of  an  Environmental  Impact 
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Statement  (EIS)  now  being  prepared.    The  Draft  EIS  is  expected  to  be  available 
in  May  of  1981.    Other  sites  also  being  considered  are  at  the  northeast  and 
southeast  corners  of  the  intersection  of  Mission  and  Third  Sts.,  also  within 
YBC.    The  existing  GSA  Bldg.  at  49  Fourth  St.  site  is  presently  vacant; 
employees  to  be  moved  to  the  contemplated  new  GSA  building  would  be  relocated 
from  leased  and  federal  space  elsewhere  in  San  Francisco. 

C.    SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS 

#  Relocation  activities  and  housing  impacts  are  discussed  in  depth  in  the 
YBC  FEIR,  pages  233  to  240.    This  section  concludes  that  YBC  in  any  of  its 
alternatives  would  have  an  impact  on  the  City's  low-income  housing  supply. 
Although  all  of  the  YBC  alternatives  included  subsidized  housing,  the  greatest 
nunber  of  units  proposed  was  less  than  the  number  of  households  relocated.  A 
total  of  1,661  low-income  housing  units  were  rehabilitated  city  wide  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  City  in  response  to  the  Toor  litigation  in  1970. 
Preferential  allocation  of  these  units  was  given  to  YBC  displacees. 

#  The  provision  of  the  proposed  500  market-rate  units  could  have  some  effect  on 
reducing  the  shortage  of  and  high  demand  for  housing  units  in  other  parts  of 
the  City  and  elsewhere  in  the  Bay  Area,  for  it  would  attract  downtown  workers 
who  would  otherwise  commute  from  outlying  areas.    The  inclusion  of  housing 
units  on  CB-l  would  contribute  to  the  reintroducti on  of  a  residential 
population  in  YBC,  but  although  the  exact  demographic  nature  of  the  population 
cannot  be  projected,  it  is  likely  that  it  would  have  a  higher  income  level  and 
different  social  character  than  the  population  displaced  in  the  1960s  and  70s. 

#  Table  33  on  page  244  of  the  YBC  FEIR  indicates  which  support  services  will 
experience  increased  demand  with  increases  in  housing  development.  Housing 
proposed  for  CB-l  would  consist  of  500  market-rate  units,  and  would  thus 
require  additional  commercial  services  (stores,  banks  etc.),  and  recreational, 
religious,  community,  and  cultural  facilities.    The  increased  demand  for 
ccmmercial  services  by  this  population  could  be  a  market  stimulus  and 
encourage  development  of  local-serving  establishments  in  the  area.    Guests  at 
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the  proposed  hotel  uses  on  CB-1  would  also  generate  additional  demand  in  YBC 
vicinity  for  retail  uses,  such  as  specialty  shops,  and  for  entertainment 
facilities. 

D.  ECONOMICS 

1.  GENERALIZED  ECONOMIC  IMPACTS 

The  overall  economic  impacts  which  would  be  experienced  under  any  of  the  YBC 
alternatives,  changes  in  the  relative  importance  of  the  YBC  vicinity  and  other 
existing  centers  of  recreation  and  commerce,  and  income -oriented  changes  due 
to  the  completion  of  the  proposed  development  are  presented  in  Section  YI.D., 
pages  248  -  252  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

2.  EMPLOYMENT 

For  comparison,  employment  estimates  for  CB-1  in  1988  under  the  four  YBC 
alternatives  range  from  a  low  of  about  3,000  new  permanent  jobs  under 
Alternative  C  to  a  high  of  about  7,900  new  permanent  jobs  under 
Alternative  A.    These  jobs  represent  nearly  all  new  employment  over  the  1977 
YBC  work  force  of  about  10  to  15  persons  on  the  redevelopment  area  portion  of 
CB-1.    Table  3  shows  gross  new  employment  in  CB-1  projected  to  1988  by 
occupational  category  for  each  of  the  four  YBC  alternatives  and  the  new 
mixed- use  proposal.    Office  workers  would  canprise  the  largest  component  of 
the  new  employment  generated  under  each  alternative,  representing  a  range  of 
58%  to  96%  of  the  new  workers  in  1988.    The  new  mixed- use  proposal  would 
provide  about  4,000  jobs;  approximately  60%  would  be  office  workers  and  40% 
would  be  hotel  workers. 

Based  on  a  multiplier  of  2.4,  each  new  direct  job  in  CB-1  would  create  1.4  new 
indirect  jobs  in  the  Bay  Area  (see  YBC  FEIR,  pages  251a  -  251b).    Using  this 
estimate,  the  new  mixed-use  proposal,  would  result  in  about  5,640  indirect 
jobs,  for  a  total  of  9,670  direct  and  indirect  new  jobs.    The  nimber  of  new 
jobs  created  would  range  from  about  18,960  under  Alternative  A  to  about  7,180 
under 
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TABLE  3:      PERMANENT  ON-SITE  EMPLOYMENT  PROJECTIONS  FOR  CB-1  BY  LAND-USE  TYPE, 
1988 

 1988  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  1988  New  Mixed 

Use              Alt.  A         Alt.  B         Alt.  C  Alt.  D  Use  Proposal 

Office           7,600           5,070           2,840  7,390  2,350 

Retail              300              200              150  330  110 

Hotel                  0                0                0  0  1,570 

Pedestrian          2                2                2  0  2 

Concourse       

Total**         7,900           5,270           2,990  7,720  4,030 


*  Includes  700-roan  Arcon  Pacific  hotel  and  1500  additional  hotel  rooms;  the 
Arcon  Pacific  hotel  was  considered  only  as  a  variant  use  for  CB-1  in  YBC  FEIR 
Alternatives  A  and  B,  so  is  not  included  in  the  columns  for  those  Alternatives. 
**  Totals  may  not  be  directly  derived  fran  the  colunns  above  because  of 
rounding. 

SOURCE:    YBC  FEIR  and  Environmental  Science  Associates 


Alternative  C.    Estimated  employment  from  construction  under  the  new  mixed-use 
proposal  would  be  about  2,900  person-years  of  labor,  about  25%  more  than  on 
CB-1  under  Alternatives  A  or  D.    An  average  of  approximately  1,450  full-time 
jobs  would  exist  at  any  one  time  during  the  two-year  construction  period. 
Based  on  a  constrxtion-employment  multiplier  of  1.0  for  indirect  jobs,  an 
estimated  1,450  indirect  full-time,  one-year  jobs,  in  addition  to  the  direct 
construction  jobs,  would  be  created  each  year  of  construction  in  the  region  by 
the  construction  on  CB-1. 


3.    AREA  FINANCING 


The  direct  and  indirect  financial  impacts  of  the  development  of  the  entire  YBC 
are  discussed  on  pages  258  -  274  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    A  source  of  revenue  which 
would  accrue  from  the  construction  of  hotel  rooms  on  CB-1  would  be  the  hotel 
roan  tax.    Based  on  projected  total  annual  roan  sale  revenues  of  $38.5  million 
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and  an  Q0%  occupancy  rate/1/,  the  700-roaii  Arcon  Pacific  hotel  and  the 
proposed  1,500  additional  hotel  rooms  would  generate  about  $3.76  million 
annually  in  total  hotel  tax  revenues  at  the  current  tax  rate  of  9.75«.  As 
specified  by  amended  City  Ordinance  251-78,  approximately  $1.54  million  (415) 
of  these  hotel  tax  revenues  would  be  allocated  for  the  construction  and  bond 
redemption  of  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center;  $192,000  (5.U)  for 
Candlestick  Park  Bond  debts  and  $192,000  (5.U)  for  financing  low-income 
housing  in  the  YBC  Redevelopment  Area.    Adjusting  for  the  Proposition  0 
surcharge  and  assuning  the  remaining  anount  would  be  distributed  similarly  to 
the  1979-80  fiscal  year,  about  $564,000  (15.0%)  would  be  budgeted  for  the 
Hotel  Publicity  and  Advertising  Fund  and  about  $1.27  million  (33.8^)  would 
accrue  to  the  City's  General  Fund. 

4.  PUBLIC  SERVICE  COSTS 

The  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  stated  that  no  additional  operating  and 
capital  costs  would  be  required  to  serve  full  urban  development  in  YBC.  The 
San  Francisco  Police  Department  has  indicated  that  an  additional  patrol  car 
and  two  police  officers  would  be  required  on  a  24-hour  basis  to  protect  the 
area.    According  to  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Police  Administration,  the  Police 
Department  is  unable  to  provide  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  these  additional 
services  at  this  time./2/ 

As  with  the  four  YBC  alternatives,  a  slight  increase  in  general  government 
administrative  costs  would  be  expected  with  the  increased  intensity  of  uses  on 
the  project  block.  Street-related  costs,  such  as  those  for  maintenance,  storm 
drainage,  lighting,  and  cleaning,  would  not  be  measurably  affected.  Water  and 
sewer  operating  cost  increases  would  be  covered  by  user  charges,  and  the 
San  Francisco  Water  Department  and  Department  of  Public  Works  indicate  that  no 
additional  project-related  water  or  sewer  capital  costs  would  be  required./3/ 

5.  CUMULATIVE  HOTEL  DEVELOPMENT  IMPACTS 

In  addition  to  the  proposed  700-room  Arcon  Pacific  hotel  and  the 

1,500  additional  hotel  rooms  in  the  new  mixed- use  proposal  for  CB-1,  about 

2,400  additional  quality  hotel  rooms/4/  have  been  proposed  for  construction  in 
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downtown  San  Francisco,  for  a  total  of  4,600  rooms.    This  represents  an 
increase  of  about  one-third  over  the  current  14,700  quality  hotel  rooms  in  the 
downtown  hotel  district  (see  Figure  7)  as  defined  by  the  San  Francisco 
Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  (the  area  generally  bounded  by  Broadway,  The 
Embarcadero,  Harrison,  Tenth,  Market,  Gough,  California,  and  Larkin  Sts.). 

The  proposed  projects  include  the  1 ,000- room  Hotel  Ramada  at  the  corner  of 
Mason  and  Eddy  Sts.;  the  400-room  addition  to  the  existing  Hilton  Hotel  and  . 
Tower  at  O'Farrell  and  Taylor  Sts.;  a  200-room  addition  to  the  existing 
Holiday  Inn  -  Civic  Center,  located  on  8th  St.  between  Mission  and 
Market  Sts.;  and  the  800-room  Holiday  Inn  proposed  at  Mason  and 
O'Farrell  Sts./5/ 


Besides  these  six  hotel  developments  which  have  been  proposed  in  the  downtown 
area,  a  500-room  addition  to  the  existing  Sheraton  Palace  Hotel,  located  on 
Market  between  New  Montgomery  and  Second  Sts.,  is  in  the  informal  planning 
stages.    A  400-  to  800-room  hotel  is  also  under  consideration  at  Folsom  and 


BROADWAY 


SOURCE:    San  Franaisao  Convention 
and  Visitors  Bureau 
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Steuart  Sts.  in  the  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Project  area  (see 
Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Redevelopment  Plan  Final  EIR/S,  EE  80.267, 
November  24,  1980,  pages  23  -  24). 

According  to  the  San  Francisco  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau,  there  would  be 
sufficient  hotel  rocm  demand  to  absorb  the  approximately  5,900  hotel  rocms 
currently  proposed  or  being  planned.    This  additional  hotel-room  demand  would 
come  fran  the  following  sources/6/: 

George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center.  An  estimated  additional  2,700  to 
3,500  rooms  would  be  required  by  1982  to  meet  the  increased  hotel  room 
demand  generated  by  the  George  R.  Moscone  Convention  Center. 

Increase  in  Foreign  Tourists.    Foreign  tourists  currently  comprise  about 
25%  of  all  San  Francisco  tourists.    Foreign  tourism  is  expected  to 
increase,  both  in  nunber  and  percentage  of  total  tourism,  because  of  the 
increased  strength  of  foreign  currency  relative  to  the  American  dollar. 

Recapture  of  Lost  Business.    Construction  of  a  projected  5,900  new  hotel 
rooms  is  expected  to  recapture  hotel  business  currently  being  lost  because 
not  enough  hotel  rocms  are  available  in  San  Francisco.    The  insufficient 
hotel  room  supply  leads  tourists,  commercial  travelers  and  convention 
participants,  who  would  prefer  to  stay  at  San  Francisco  hotels,  to  choose 
either  not  to  come  to  San  Francisco  or  to  stay  at  hotels  located  outside 
but  near  San  Francisco,  such  as  at  the  San  Francisco  International 
Airport,  or  in  Burlingame  or  Oakland. 

With  the  completion  of  the  proposed  six  hotel  projects  containing  about 

4,600  hotel  rooms,  the  annual  occupancy  rate  in  the  Downtown  Hotel  District  is 

expected  to  range  fran  about  84%  in  1981-82  to  about  77%  by  1985.  These 

percentage  occupancy  rates  represent  an  averaging  of  high  occupancy  rates 

during  the  simmer  and  fall  peak  season  when  hotels  are  almost  fully  occupied 

with  lower  occupancy  rates  during  the  off-season  period.    This  decline  in 

occupancy  would  be  attributable  to  increased  rocm  supply,  not  entirely 

compensated  for  by  the  recapture  of  lost  business. /6/   Room  rates  are  expected 

to  increase  by  10%  per  year  (as  compared  to  12%  per  year  prior  to  1982) 
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because  of  the  increase  in  the  nunber  of  hotel  rocms.    If  even  more  hotel 
rooms  v«re  to  be  added  to  the  San  Francisco  hotel  room  stock  after  1985  and 
there  were  not  a  corresponding  increase  in  hotel  roan  demand,  then  hotel 
occupancy  rates  and  annual  increases  in  room  rates  would  be  expected  to 
decline  further. 

Effects  on  the  San  Francisco  Tourist  Industry.    New  hotel  construction  in  the 
downtown  area  would  strengthen  the  tourist  industry  in  San  Francisco, 
especially  for  the  convention  tourist  market.    Construction  of  up  to  about 
5,900  quality  hotel  rocms,  coupled  with  the  opening  of  the  George  R.  Moscone 
Convention  Center,  is  expected  to  increase  the  number  of  convention 
participants  visiting  San  Francisco.    The  convention  visitors  make  a 
substantial  contribution  to  San  Francisco  income.    According  to  1979  figures 
provided  by  the  San  Francisco  Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau,  convention 
participants  spent  1965  more  per  capita  per  visit  ($455)  than  per  capita  per 
visit  expenditures  ($232)  by  other  tourist  or  commercial  travelers  visiting 
San  Francisco.    These  per-capita  estimates  are  for  all  tourist  or  commercial 
travelers  visiting  San  Francisco,  and  include  hotel  room  and  food  and  beverage 
sales.    An  increased  ratio  of  convention-tourist  business  to  other  tourist 
business  in  San  Francisco  could  be  expected  to  generate  higher  tourist  income 
to  the  City  and  County. 

#  Effects  on  Residential  Hotels.    The  only  residential  hotel  immediately  near 
CB-l  is  the  Victorian  Hotel  on  the  corner  of  Fourth  St.  and  Jessie  St. 
Several  residential  hotels  are  located  two  blocks  further  west,  along  Sixth 
St.    Hotel  development  on  CB-l  would  contribute  to,  but  not  be  totally 
responsible  for,  rising  land  values  in  the  area  and  resulting  pressure  to 
convert  these  units  to  tourist  units.    Other  contributing  factors  are  the 
increase  in  the  tourist  trade  expected  from  the  opening  of  the  George  R. 
Moscone  Center,  and  the  growth  of  Downtown  uses  South  of  Market.  Upward 
pressure  on  local  land  values  would  be  no  greater  under  the  mixed  use 
development  than  under  any  of  the  YBC  alternatives  for  CB-l.    For  information 
on  hotel  development  on  the  edge  of  a  residential  neighborhood,  refer  to  San 
Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Hotel  Ramada  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  (certified  January  29,  1981)  EE  80.171,  SCH  #  80092315. 
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Ctinulative  Hotel  Tax  Contributions.    Based  on  a  74%  occupancy  rate  and  an 
average  daily  room  rate  of  $60  (1980  dollars),  the  2,200  hotel  rooms  in  the 
mixed-use  proposal  for  CB-1,  and  the  proposed  Hotel  Ramada,  Hilton  Hotel  Tower 
Mo.  2,  Holiday  Inn  at  O'Farrell  and  Mason  Sts.,  and  Holiday  Inn  Civic  Center 
addition  would  generate  an  estimated  $7.3  million  (1980  dollars)  annually  in 
additional  hotel  tax  revenues  at  the  rate  of  9.75%  of  gross  room  rental  sales. 


FOOTNOTES 

/!/  Projected  annual  room  sale  revenues  and  occupancy  rates  were  based  on  an 
average  daily  room  rate  of  $60.00  (1980  dollars)  and  were  derived  from 
comparable  existing  and  proposed  hotels  in  the  downtown  vicinity.    See  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco,  EE  80.171,  Hotel  Ramada  Final  EIR,  January  29, 
1981;  EE  79.283,  Holiday  Inn  -  Mason  &  OTarrell  Draft  HR,  November  8,  1980; 
and  EE  80.267,  Rincon  Point  -  South  Beach  Unal  LlR,  November  24,  1980. 
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HI  J.  Shannon,  Deputy  Chief  of  Police,  Administration,  San  Francisco  Police 
Department,  telephone  communication,  October  28,  1980. 

/3/  J.E.  Kenck,  Manager,  City  Distribution  Division,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  letter  dated  November  3,  1980,  and  M.  Francies,  San  Francisco 
Clean  Water  Program,  letter  dated  October  17,  1980. 

/4/  There  is  no  standard  definition  of  quality  hotel  rooms  in  San  Francisco. 
Various  private  automobile  and  travel  associations,  such  as  the  American 
Automobile  and  the  Mobil  Travel  Associations,  rate  the  quality  of 
San  Francisco  hotels,  but  each  organization  uses  different  criteria  so  that 
there  is  no  uniform  rating  classification  system.    The  San  Francisco 
Convention  and  Visitors  Bureau  does  not  classify  hotels.    Conversations  with 
D.  Hess,  Assistant  Manager  of  the  San  Francisco  Convention  and  Visitors 
Bureau,  and  vnth  J.  Wilkensen,  a  Financial  Analyst  at  Laventhol  and  Horwath  (a 
certified  public  accounting  firm  specializing  in  hotel  developments),  indicate 
that  hotels  containing  quality  hotel  rooms  in  San  Francisco  generally  have 
average  single-room  rates  of  at  least  $50  (1980  dollars)  and  one  or  all  of  the 
following  services  and  amenities:    air  conditioning,  swimming  pool  /  health 
club,  24-hour  room  service,  a  specialty  restaurant,  entertainment  lounge,  and 
free  guest  parking.    So-called  first-class  and  deluxe  first-class  hotels  are 
considered  quality  hotels  and  would  have  most  or  all  of  the  services  and 
amenities  mentioned  above. 

/5/  The  Office  of  Environmental  Review  file  nunbers  for  the  four  additional 
hotels  proposed  for  the  Downtown  Hotel  District  are:    Hilton  Hotel  - 
EE  79.257;  Holiday  Inn  /  Mason  and  O'Farrell  -  EE  79.283;  Holiday  Inn  Civic 
Center  Addition  -  EE  79.314;.  and  Hotel  Ramada  -  EE  80.171.    Conditional  Use 
authorizations  for  the  Hotel  Ramada  and  Holiday  Inn/Mason  and  O'Farrell  were 
approved  on  January  29,  1981. 

/6/  Laventhol  and  Horwath,  1  March  1979,  Projected  Hotel  Tax  Collections  for 
San  Francisco,  prepared  for  Roger  Boas,  Chief  Administrative  Officer,  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco.    This  report  is  available  for  public  review  at  the 
Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review. 


E.    COMMUNITY  SERVICES 


1.  WATER 


The  proposed  uses  for  Central  Block  1  would  require  approximately 
655,400  gallons  of  water  per  d2»y./l/   This  is  almost  twice  the  water 
requirement  of  YBC  Alternative  D  for  CB-1,  which,  in  comparison,  would  average 
330,400  gallons  per  dciy.    (Alternative  D  would  use  more  water  than  any  of  the 
other  YBC  alternatives.)    The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  has  stated  that 
it  can  supply  the  projected  demand  of  the  new  proposed  uses  for  CB-1./2/  The 
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water  distribution  system  would  not  have  to  be  modified  to  supply  the  amount 
of  water  required  but,  due  to  the  age  of  the  water  mains  in  the  area,  the 
San  Francisco  Water  Department  "may  not  allcw  direct  punping".  This 
restriction  would  require  on-site  reservoirs  be  constructed  for  the  buildings 
proposed  on  CB-l  and  pimping  be  done  only  fran  these  reservoirs. /2/ 

There  are  no  water  mains  under  Jessie  St.  on  CB-l,  so  its  abandonment  would 
not  affect  water  service.    The  Water  Department  anticipates  no  need  to  alter 
its  operations  in  any  way  in  order  to  serve  the  proposed  uses  for  either  CB-l 
or  (for  worst-case  ccmparison)  the  proposed  uses  for  CB-l  plus  YBC 
Alternative  D  build-out  for  the  rest  of  YBC./2/ 

2.    SEWERS  AND  SEWERAGE 

The  San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program's  Planning  and  Design  Department 
anticipates  no  difficulty  in  handling  the  projected  total  daily  average  of 
about  631,000  gallons  per  day  of  wastewater  from  the  proposed  uses  for  CB-l. 
This  would  be  about  twice  as  much  wastewater  as  would  be  generated  by  CB-l 
under  Alternative  D  uses.    Alternative  D  would  generate  more  wastewater  from 
CB-l  than  would  any  of  the  other  YBC  alternatives.    The  sewer  system  in  the 
area  is  designed  for  flows  fran  the  five-year  storm,  and  is  therefore  "more 
than  adequate  to  accommodate  dry-weather  flow"./3/   New  buildings  would  be 
served  from  existing  sewers  in  Mission,  Third,  Fourth  and  Market  Sts. 

There  are  no  records  of  flooding  on  CB-l  (Assessor's  Block  3706)  and  no 
flooding  problems  are  anticipated.    Any  excess  water  from  a  storm  of  greater 
Intensity  than  the  five-year  storm  would  be  flow  fran  the  site  to  the  streets 
between  the  curbs. /3/ 

A  15-inch  diameter  sewer  under  Jessie  St.  on  CB-l  would  have  to  be  abandoned 

if  the  portion  of  Jessie  St.  in  the  block  were  to  be  vacated  as  proposed.  The 

San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program  does  not  anticipate  that  this  would  present 

a  problem,  provided  that  alternate  sewer  service  would  be  available  to  any 

buildings  now  using  the  Jessie  St.  sewer.    Whether  any  buildings  are  currently 

using  the  sewer  would  have  to  be  verified  by  a  qualified  pliinber./3/  Sewer 

lines  exist  under  all  four  streets  bounding  CB-l  (see  YBC  FEIR  Appendices, 
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page  45).    Should  existing  buildings  require  reconnecti on,  this  could  be  done 
at  the  same  time  that  the  new  buildings  are  connected  to  these  lines. 

Total  average  daily  sewage  generation  by  the  proposed  uses  for  CB-1  /4/  is 
presented  in  Appendix  A,  page  135.    It  is  assuned  as  a  worst -case  estimate 
that  100%  of  CB-1  water  consunption,  other  than  that  used  for  irrigation  of 
the  pedestrian  concourse  landscaping,  would  be  returned  to  the  sewer  system, 
and  that  hotels  would  be  at  100%  occupancy. 

The  planning  department  of  the  San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program  anticipates 
that  treatment  facilities  would  have  the  capacity  to  accanmodate  the 
additional  dry-weather  flow  from  the  proposed  uses  for  CB-1./3/    By  1988,  the 
projected  completion  date  for  YBC,  all  dry-weather  flows  from  YBC  would 
receive  secondary  treatment  at  the  expanded  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control 
Plant,  and  the  North  Point  Plant  may  have  been  converted  to  an  interim 
wet-weather  facility.    The  combined  dry-weather  flow  of  the  proposed  uses  for 
CB-1  and  of  Alternative  D  for  the  rest  of  YBC  (an  estimated  average  daily 
1,850,000  gal. /day  for  the  two  combined/4/)  would  not  exceed  the  planned 
treatment  capacity./3/ 

3.  ELECTRICITY  AND  GAS 

The  capacity  to  serve  the  demand  for  electrical  power  and  natural  gas  under 

full  urban  development  exists  in  the  PG&E  system  statewide  (YBC  FEIR, 

p.  297).    Specific  plans  for  undergroundi ng  of  electric  lines  and  expansions 

of  the  local  PG&E  system  are  discussed  the  YBC  FEIR  on  pages  296  -  297.  PG&E 

has  the  capacity  to  serve  the  new  mixed-use  proposal  on  CB-1  without  system 

modifications./5/ 

4.  SOLID  WASTE 

Solid  waste  generated  by  proposed  uses  for  CB-1  would  amount  to  an  estimated 

15,200  pounds  per  day./4/   This  would  represent  about  0.4%  of  the  projected 

1990  City  total  (YBC  FEIR,  page  299).    Development  under  Alternative  A  on 

CB-1,  in  canparison,  would  generate  about  21,200  pounds  of  solid  waste  per 

day,  or  about  0.6%  of  the  projected  1990  City  total. /6/   This  amount,  the  most 
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produced  by  any  of  the  four  YBC  alternatives,  could  be  accommodated  by  the 
City  (YBC  FEIR,  page  297).    No  new  difficulties  would  thus  be  expected  in 
solid-waste  disposal  for  the  new  proposal. 

5.  COMMUNICATIONS 

Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  has  stated  that  it  would  be  able  to  provide 
service  at  any  one  of  the  levels  required  by  the  YBC  alternatives  (YBC  FEIR, 
page  301).    The  proposed  uses  for  CB-1  would  probably  require  service 
canparable  to  that  for  CB-1  under  Alternatives  A  and  D.    The  YBC  FEIR 
discusses  the  laying  of  underground  cables  in  the  YBC  area  on  pages  300  -  301. 

6.  POLICE 

Development  of  the  proposed  uses  for  CB-1  would  probably  increase  the  nunber 
of  calls  for  police  services  to  the  area.    CB-1  is  adjacent  to  a  high-crime 
area  which  runs  approximately  from  Fourth  St.  to  Eighth  St.  between  Market  and 
Howard  Sts.    CB-1  itself  currently  has  the  highest  crime  rate  of  any  of  the 
YBC  blocks,  and  has  a  rate  higher  than  the  average  for  the  South-of -Market 
area  as  a  whole.    CB-1  is  patrolled  by  a  two-person  patrol  car  24  hours  a 
day.    According  to  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Police,  an  additional  patrol  car 
manned  by  two  police  officers  24  hours  a  day  would  be  required  to  serve  CB-1, 
were  the  new  proposal  implemented. /7/ 

7.  FIRE 

The  fire  protection  requirements  of  each  of  the  YBC  alternatives  can  be  met  by 
the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  without  any  increase  in  staffing,  equipment, 
or  high-pressure  lines  (YBC  FEIR,  page  304).    The  current  level  of  service  has 
been  described  by  the  Fire  Department  as  consistent  with  full  urban 
development  for  the  YBC  area  (YBC  FEIR,  page  304).    The  Fire  Department  would 
be  able  to  serve  development  under  the  new  proposal.    Buildings  on  CB-1  would 
comply  with  San  Francisco  Building  Code  fire  safety  requirements. 
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8.  SCHOOLS 

Fewer  than  ten  school -age  children  would  be  expected  to  live  in  the  500 
market- rate  dwelling  units  proposed  for  CB-l  (Basis:    YBC  FEIR,  pages  307  - 
308).    Any  students  living  on  CB-l  could  be  acconmodated  by  the  schools  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District. 

9.  PARKS  AND  RECREATION 

No  parks  are  planned  for  CB-l.  Park  formation  within  the  redevelopment  area 
under  each  of  the  YBC  alternatives  is  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  309  - 
311. 

10.  MEDICAL 

Emergency  services  to  CB-l  would  continue  to  be  provided  by  Mission  Emergency 
at  San  Francisco  General  Hospital,  1001  Potrero  Ave.    A  level  of  medical 
emergencies  consistent  with  urban  business  uses  could  be  expected  for  CB-l, 
and  could  be  acconmodated  by  the  Hospital  (YBC  FEIR,  page  311). 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Based  on  water  consimption  factors  in  Table  I-l,  Appendix  I,  page  147  of 
the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices. 

Ill  J.E.  Kenck,  Manager,  City  Distribution  Division,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  letter  dated  November  3,  1980. 

/3/  M.  Francies,  San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program,  letter  dated 
October  17,  1980. 

|^|  Based  on  data  in  Table  A-1,  Appendix  A,  page  1,  and  on  Table  E-2, 
Appendix  E,  page  49,  both  in  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices. 

/5/  R.H.  Fohlen,  Power  Engineer,  PG^E,  telephone  communication,  April  13,  1981. 

/6/  Calculation  based  on  solid-waste  generation  factors  in  YBC  FEIR 
Appendices,  Appendix  E,  page  51. 

Ill  Information  in  this  section  from  J. P.  Shannon,  Deputy  Chief  of  Police, 
Administration,  letter  dated  October  22,  1980. 
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F.  TRANSPORTATION 

Discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the  new  mixed-use  proposal  for  CB-l  is  made  in 
comparison  with  the  impacts  of  the  four  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  YBC 
FEIR.    The  analysis  has  been  conducted  for  the  1988  time  frame.  The 
transportation  impacts  of  the  four  alternatives  are  described  in  the  YBC  FEIR, 
Section  YI.F.,  pages  315  -  355,    The  new  mixed-use  proposal  would  affect  the 
nature  of  development  only  on  CB-l;  for  conparison,  therefore,  the  analysis  in 
this  Supplement  separates  the  effects  of  the  four  alternative  proposals  for 
CB-l  fran  those  of  the  rest  of  the  YBC  area,  except  for  the  intersection 
analysis,  which  necessarily  considers  traffic  volunes  produced  by  the  YBC  area 
as  a  v^ole. 

Travel  Demand  Analysis 

A  trip  generation  /  assignment  /  distribution  process/1/  similar  to  that  used 
in  the  YBC  FEIR  has  been  used  to  determine  the  CB-l  travel  demand  under  each 
YBC  alternative  and  the  new  proposal.    For  the  four  YBC  Alternatives  A,  B,  C 
and  D,  the  trip -generation  factors  shown  in  Table  F-1,  page  57  of  the  YBC  FEIR 
Appendices,  the  distribution  percentages  shown  in  Tables  F-2  to  F-13,  pages  61 
-  83  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  and  the  assignment  percentages  in  Table  F-14, 
page  84  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  have  been  used  for  all  of  the  proposed 
land  uses.    For  the  new  proposal,  the  YBC  FEIR  data  have  been  used  for  the 
non-hotel  uses  in  CB-l.    For  the  hotel  uses,  the  trip  generation  data  were 
taken  fran  two  recent  hotel  studies;  factors  of  2.4  vehicle  trip  ends  (vte)/2/ 
at  the  periphery  of  the  site  per  xcupied  room  and  2.9  total  vte  per  occupied 
roan  (includes  trips  with  origins  and  destinations  exterior  to  the  immediate 
site  periphery)/3/  were  used./4/   A  total  person-trip-end  (pte)  generati on/5/ 
rate  of  9.6  pte  per  occupied  room  was  used  fran  the  same  source.    The  hotel 
rooms  were  assimed  to  be  100%  occupied,  for  worst -case  transportation  analysis. 

Total  Travel 

Table  4  shows  the  comparison  of  total  travel  generated  fran  CB-l  by  each  of 
the  four  alternatives  and  the  new  proposal. 
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TABLE  4:    CB-l  TRAVEL  PROJECTIONS  FOR  1988  -  Total  Person  Trip  Ends 


NEW 

MIXED-USE  ALTERNATIVES 
TIME  PROPOSAL  ABC 


Weekday  (24  Hour)           33,990         29,400  20,280         13,220  29,190 

Weekday  Peak  Hour  3,220  3,710  2,550  1,590  3,650 
(4:30  to  5:30  p.m.) 

SOURCE:    TJKM,  using  YBCFEIR  methodology. 


The  new  proposal  would  generate  more  travel  for  CB-l  than  would  any  of  the 
four  YBC  alternatives  on  a  daily  basis.    During  the  peak  hour  of  traffic  on 
adjacent  streets  (4:30  to  5:30  p.m.),  the  new  proposal  would  generate  less 
travel  than  Alternatives  A  or  D,  but  more  than  Alternatives  B  or  C.    The  hotel 
uses  in  the  new  proposal  would  cause  the  difference  in  total  travel  primarily 
by  generating  a  proportionately  greater  ntmber  of  pedestrian  trips  from  CB-l 
than  would  the  uses  proposed  in  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  or  D.    The  hotel  travel 
would  be  distributed  more  evenly  throughout  the  day  than  would  the  other 
uses.    Office  and  retail -commercial  uses  generate  traffic  that  is  concentrated 
at  peak  hours  when  workers  ccnimute  to  and  from  home.    Hotel  guests  and 
employees  exhibit  a  lower  percentage  of  travel  during  the  peak  hour  from  4:30 
to  5:30  p.m. 


Tr  an  sport  ati  on  Modes 

Pedestrians.    The  pedestrian  traffic  on  the  sidewalks  of  Mission,  Third, 
Fourth,  and  Market  Sts.  around  CB-l  would  consist  of  through-trips  not  related 
to  CB-l  uses,  and  trips  having  one  or  both  ends  at  a  use  on  CB-l.    Trips  in 
the  latter  category  are  shown  in  Table  5. 


Because  of  greater  trip  generation  (in  person  trip  ends)  by  the  proposed 
hotels,  24-hour  pedestrian  trips  generated  by  CB-l  uses  under  the  new  proposal 
would  exceed  the  totals  generated  by  CB-l  under  each  of  the  four  YBC 
alternatives.    Due  to  the  lower  p.m.  peak-hour  percentage  of  daily  trips  which 
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TABLE  5:    CB-l  TRAVEL  PROJECTIONS  FOR  1988  -  Pedestrian  Trip  Ends 


NEW 

MIXED-USE  ALTERNATIVES 
TIME  PROPOSAL  ABC 


Weekdays  (24  Hour)  18,600         14,600         10,100  6,600  14,500 

Weekday  Peak  Hour  1,750  1,850  1,250  800  1,800 
(4:30  to  5:30  p.m.) 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology. 


characterizes  hotels  as  compared  to  the  other  proposed  uses,  the  total  ncmber 
of  peak-hour  pedestrian  trips  under  the  new  proposal  would  be  less  than  that 
of  Alternatives  A  and  D  (see  Figures  31  and  34  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  319  and 
325),  more  than  those  of  Alternatives  B  or  C  (see  Figures  32  and  33  of  the 
YBC  FEIR,  pages  321  and  323).    A  greater  proportion  of  the  pedestrian  trips 
would  occur  at  the  noon  hour  under  the  new  proposal  than  would  occur  at  that 
time  under  any  of  the  four  YBC  alternatives;  this  would  be  due  to  the  hotel 
uses.    About  half  of  the  pedestrian  trips  would  be  directed  toward  transit 
stops  on  Market  St.,  which  carries  BART  lines  and  many  Muni  lines.    In  the  new 
mixed-use  proposal,  as  well  as  YBC  Alternatives  A,  B  and  C,  pedestrian  trips 
would  be  divided  between  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  and  the  proposed  pedestrian 
concourse. 


#  A  midblock  crossing  of  Mission  St.  could  be  constructed  to  allow  the  movement 
of  pedestrians  between  CB-l  and  CB-2.    It  was  estimated  (YBC  FEIR,  Figure  31 
and  32,  page  319  and  321)  that  as  many  as  1,600  pedestrians  would  use  the 
crossing  during  the  p.m.  peak  15  minutes  period,  or  one  every  half  second.  If 
a  grade  separation  (overcrossing)  were  not  provided,  delays  for  both 
pedestrians  and  vehicles  would  result  and  accidents  could  occur  involving 
pedestrians  attempting  to  cross  the  street  at  mid-block.    Mission  St.  is 
relatively  wide,  requiring  a  long  time  for  pedestrians  to  cross.    The  block 
length  is  long  enough  that  vehicles  may  attain  speeds  of  about  30  miles  per 
hour  between  intersections.    These  factors,  and  the  uncommon  occurrence  of 
midblock  crossings  which  make  them  unexpected  for  drivers,  increase  the 
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potential  for  accidents,  so  that  such  crossings  are  to  be  regarded  as  a 
serious  safety  problem  for  pedestrians. 

Vehicular  Travel .    Table  6  shows  the  comparison  of  vehicular  travel,  expressed 
in  vehicle  trip  ends  (vte),  generated  by  each  of  the  four  YBC  alternatives  and 
the  new  proposal  for  CB-1.    The  new  proposal  would  generate  more  vehicular 
travel  than  would  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  or  D  on  a  daily  (24  hour)  basis.    On  a 
peak -hour  basis,  the  new  proposal  would  generate  less  vehicular  travel  than 
would  Alternative  A  or  D,  because  the  mix  of  uses  in  the  new  proposal  would 
have  a  lower  peak-hour  percentage  of  average  daily  traffic  than  would  the 
alternative  uses.    That  is,  the  new  proposal  uses  would  generate  more  total 
daily  vehicular  travel  than  would  any  of  the  four  alternatives,  but  would  have 
reduced  peaking  characteristics  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  of  vehicular 
travel.    The  new  proposal  would  generate  more  peak-hour  vehicular  travel  than 
would  Alternatives  B  or  C. 
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TABLE  6:    CB-1  TRAVEL  PROJECTIONS  FOR  1988  -  Vehicle  Trip  Ends 


NEW 

MIXED-USE  ALTERNATIVES 
TIME  PROPOSAL  ABC 


Weekday  (24  Hour)        11,020         10,590  7.300  4,760  10,510 

Weekday  Peak  Hour         1,060  1,340  920  570  1,310 

(4:30  to  5:30  p.m.) 

SOURCE:    TJKM,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology. 


Transit  Travel .    Table  7  compares  daily  and  peak-hour  generation  of  Muni  trips 
from  CB-1  for  the  four  YBC  alternatives  and  the  new  proposal.    On  both  a  daily 
and  a  peak-hour  basis,  the  new  proposal  would  generate  fewer  Muni  trips  than 
would  Alternatives  A,  B  or  D,  but  more  trips  than  would  Alternative  C. 


TABLE  7:    CB-1  MUNI  TRAVa  PROJECTIONS  FOR  1988  -  Person  Trip  Ends 


NEW 

MIXED-USE  ALTERNATIVES 
TIME  PROPOSAL  ABC 


Weekday  (24  Hour)  5,480  9,610  6,630  4,320  9,540 

Weekday  Peak  Hour  800  1,210  830  520  1,190 

(4:30  to  5:30  p.m.) 

SOURCE:    TJKM,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology. 


The  differences  in  transit  travel  demand  are  the  result  of  the  hotel  uses  on 

CB-1  in  the  new  proposal.    The  hotel  employees  would  be  expected  to  use  the 

Muni  to  commute  to  and  from  CB-1,  but  the  hotel  guests  would  not  be  expected 

to  make  much  use  of  the  Muni  system,  with  the  exception  of  the  cable  car 

routes  (particularly  the  Powell  St.  lines).    Hotel  guests  would  use  the  Muni 

primarily  during  off-peak  hours  (outside  of  the  commute  hours),  while  hotel 

employees  would  use  the  Muni  during  peak  hours. 
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Regional  Vehicle  Miles  of  Travel 

An  analysis  of  the  regional  vehicular  travel  from  CB-l  for  the  four  YBC 
alternatives  and  the  new  proposal  has  been  conducted  in  a  manner  similar  to 
that  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (see  pages  337  -  337A).    Table  8  shows  the  results 
of  the  analysis.    The  new  proposal  would  generate  fewer  regional  vehicle  miles 
of  travel  than  would  either  Alternatives  A  or  D,  but  more  than  would 
Alternatives  B  or  C.    The  hotel  uses  would  have  a  trip-distribution  pattern 
different  frcm  the  other  uses  proposed  for  CB-l,  resulting  in  a  shorter 
average  trip  length  under  the  new  proposal. 


TABLE  8:    CB-l  1988  REGIONAL  VEHICLE  TRAVEL  -  Vehicle  Miles  of  Travel 


NEW 

M IXED -USE                          ALTERNATI VES 
TIME       .  PROPOSAL        A  B  C  D__ 

Weekday  (24  hour)  90,330        98,680        68,070         44,380  97,980 

Average  trip  8.2  9.3  9.3  9.3  9.3 

length  (miles) 

SOURCE:    TJKM,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology. 

Parking  and  Circulation 

#  Parking  on  CB-l  would  be  provided  at  the  rates  allowed  by  the  City  Planning 

Code.    This  would  be  a  maximim  of  7%  of  gross  floor  area  for  the  hotel,  office 

and  retail -conmercial  uses,  and  a  minimum  of  one  space  for  every  four 

market-rate  dwelling  units.    The  exact  nunber  of  parking  spaces  to  be  built 

would  depend  on  the  actual  hotel/office/retail-commerci al  floor  area  and  the 

nunber  of  dwelling  units  constructed.    Residents  at  Fox  Plaza  (rental  units) 

in  downtown  San  Francisco  currently  lease  one  parking  space  in  the  Fox  Plaza 

garage  for  approximately  every  three  occupied  units. /5/    Parking  spaces  at  the 

Golden  Gateway  Center  were  constructed  at  a  rate  of  approximately  one  for 

every  three  rental  units  and  one  for  each  condominiim  unit./6/   Traffic  from 
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CB-1  was  calculated  on  the  basis  of  standard  trip-generation  factors  for  each 
use  and  standard  modal  split  factors  for  downtown  San  Francisco,  according  to 
methods  used  and  docunented  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    These  factors  do  not  depend  on 
the  number  of  parking  spaces  provided  on  CB-1  (see  YBC  FEIR  Appendices, 
Table  F-1,  page  57,  and  pages  56-59).    The  amount  of  parking  provided  on  CB-1, 
therefore,  would  not  affect  the  trip-generation  analysis.    For  purposes  of 
analysis  it  was  assimed  that  approximately  90  spaces  would  be  allowed  for  the 
Arcon-Pacific  hotel,  accessible  from  midblock  on  Third  St.    It  was  also 
assiined  that  about  435  spaces  would  be  allowed  for  the  other  uses  on  CB-1 
under  the  new  proposal /8/;  these  spaces  would  be  accessible  from  midblock  on 
Fourth  St.  and  fran  Mission  St.  west  of  St.  Patrick's  Church.    The  exact 
locations  of  access  to  parking  facilities  have  been  assuiied  for  purposes  of 
analysis  and  may  be  sitject  to  change  during  plan  development. 

#  The  amount  of  parking  proposed  on  CB-1  under  the  new  proposal  would  be  more 

than  would  be  added  under  YBC  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  or  0;  it  would  be  less  than 

the  amount  of  temporary  parking  currently  on  the  block.    Table  9  shows  the 

existing  parking  supply  on  CB-1,  and  that  expected  under  the  new  proposal  and 

each  of  the  YBC  alternatives.    The  impact  on  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.  frcm  the 

access  points  to  the  garage  areas  would  primarily  affect  pedestrian  flows. 

The  potential  for  vehicle  -  pedestrian  conflicts  as  a  result  of  vehicles 

crossing  the  sidewalks  at  the  garage  -  access  curb  cuts  would  be  similar  to 

that  under  Alternatives  A  and  D.    Traffic  flows  on  the  two  streets  would  not 

be  disrupted  by  the  garage  traffic,  because  the  two  streets  are  one-way 

streets  and  turning  movements  across  opposing  lanes  of  traffic  would  not 

occur.    Traffic  coming  to  CB-1  from  the  south  would  (by  assimption)  have 

access  from  Third  St.  only  to  the  parking  spaces  for  the  Arcon  Pacific  Hotel. 

The  majority  of  parking  on  the  block  would,  therefore,  be  accessible  only  from 

Fourth  St.  or  Mission  St.    This  would  produce  a  demand  for  right  turns  into 

and  out  of  a  Mission  St.  garage  entrance.    Traffic  frcm  the  north  would 

probably  enter  at  the  Fourth  St.  access  point,  but  could  return  north  via 

either  a  left  turn  or  right  turn  frcm  a  Mission  St.  Garage  egress.  These 

midblock  turning  movements  onto  and  off  Mission  St.  would  conflict  with  Muni 

buses  in  the  transit-preferential  diamond  lane  on  Mission  St.,  other  vehicles, 

and  pedestrians.    Buses  in  the  transit-preferential  lane  would  occasionally 

block  the  line-of- sight  for  outbound  drivers  exiting  the  garage.    There  would 
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be  conflicts  with  pedestrians  on  the  sidewalk  at  the  curb  cut  and,  were  the 
proposed  midblock  pedestrian  crossing  of  Mission  St.  to  be  at  grade,  outbound 
drivers  would  have  to  manage  potential  conflicts  with  these  pedestrians  as 
well.    Delays  for  outbound  drivers,  particularly  in  making  left  turns,  might 
be  prolonged  during  the  peak  hours,  or  the  turning  vehicles  could  disrupt  the 
traffic  flow  on  Mission  St.    Queued  vehicles  waiting  to  turn  left  into  the 
garage  could  overflow  into  the  intersection  of  Fourth  and  Mission  Sts., 
disrupting  operation  of  the  intersection. 

The  generally  one-wciy  grid  pattern  of  streets  in  the  CB-1  area  would  require 
additional  vehicle  miles  of  travel  to  allow  vehicles  to  enter  the  garages  on 
CB-1,  since  internal  circulation  on  the  block  is  limited.  Consequently, 
closure  of  the  portion  of  Jessie  St.  on  CB-1  might  also  cause  an  increase  in 
travel  in  the  vicinity.    As  Jessie  St.  serves  off-street  loading  areas  in  the 
existing  buildings,  closure  of  Jessie  St.  without  adequate  replacement  of  the 
loading  areas  could  cause  an  increase  in  the  nimber  of  service  vehicles  double 
parking  along  the  frontages  of  CB-1,  with  accompanying  effects  on  traffic 
f  1  ows. 

Objective  1,  Policy  4,  of  the  Plan  for  Transportation  in  the  Revisions  to  the 
Transportation  Element  Regarding  Parking,  states  "Discourage  the  addition  of 
new  long-term  parking  spaces  in  and  around  Downtown,  limit  the  amount  of  new 
spaces  to  that  which  cannot  be  reasonably  accanmodated  by  transit  and  locate 
long-term  facilities  in  areas  peripheral  to  the  Downtown  Ccmnercial 
District".    The  project  site  is  within  the  Downtown  Core  as  mapped  (Map  A)  in 
the  revised  Downtown  Transportation  Plan.    Provision  of  off-street  parking  for 
proposed  uses  on  CB-1  would  not  be  in  compliance  with  the  revised  Downtown 
Transportation  Plan.    Parking  on  the  site  would  be  permitted  under  the 
Redevelopment  Plan. 
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TABLE  9:    CB-1  PARKING  SUPPLY  -  Parking  Spaces 


NEW 

EXISTING                  MIXED-USE  ALTERNATIVES 
(TEMPORARY)  PROPOSAL  A  B  C  D 

661  525  516  361  267  417 

*  Canputed  as  discussed  on  page  87  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices 

SOURCE:    TJKM,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology. 

Intersection  Analysis 

The  intersection  of  Market  St.  with  Stockton/Ell  is/Fourth  Sts.  and  the 

intersection  of  Mission  and  Fourth  Sts.  have  been  analyzed,  considering  the 

traffic  generated  by  the  entire  YBC  Redevelopment  Area,  including  CB-1,  for 

each  of  the  four  YBC  alternatives  and  for  the  new  proposal,  with  projected 

baseline  traffic  taken  into  account.    For  the  new  proposal  on  CB-1, 

trip -generation  by  the  rest  of  YBC  was  estimated  as  the  average  which  would 

result  from  a  mix  of  Alternative  A  and  B  uses  (this  reflects  the  November  1977 

Tentative  Proposal,  the  proposal  evaluated  in  the  YBC  FEIR  that  most  closely 

resembles  the  current  Redevelopment  Plan).    Table  10  shows  the 

vol ime- to-capacity  ratios  and  Level  of  Service  for  each  of  the  development 

possibilities  considered. 

The  1988  base  conditions  are  projected  based  upon  the  1980  counts  and  assuning 
growth  at  1%  per  year  as  explained  in  Appendix  B,  page  137.    For  comparison, 
volime-to-capacity  ratios  at  both  intersections  resulting  from  traffic 
generated  by  the  new  mixed-use  proposal  would  be  equal  to  or  less  than  those 
resulting  fran  development  of  CB-1  under  Alternatives  A  or  D./9/ 
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TABLE  10:    1988  VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY  (v/c)  RATIOS  AT  INTERSECTIONS  AT  CB-1, 
ASSUMING  FULL  DEVELOPMENT  OF  YBC  -  P.M.  Peak  Hour 


NEW 

1988      MIXED-USE  ALTERNATIVES 
BASE       PROPOSAL  ABC 


INTERSECTION  Y/C  LOS*    V/C  LOS*    Y/C  LOS*     Y/C  LOS*    Y/C  LOS*    Y/C  LOS* 

Market/Fourth  0.54    A     0.62    A     0.64    A      0.59   A     0.57    A     0.63  A 

Mission/Fourth         0.87   D     0.91    E     0.91    E      0.90   D     0.88   D     0.96  E 

*  LOS  -  Level  of  Service;  Level  of  Service  "E"  occurs  when  v/c  is  in  the  range 
0.91-1.00.  ' 

SOURCE;    TJKM,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology. 


FOOTNOTES 

/!/  This  process:    determines  how  many  total  trips  per  day  would  be  made  to 
and  from  the  site;  assigns  percentages  of  these  total  trips  to  various 
directions  and  to  various  roads  serving  the  site;  and  distributes  percentages 
of  the  total  trips  over  various  modes  of  travel,  such  as  pedestrian  trips, 
transit  trips  and  vehicular  trips. 

lU  A  trip  end  is  a  one-way  trip,  or  one  leg  of  a  round  trip. 

/3/  Yte  "at  the  periphery  of  the  site"  denotes  those  vehicle  trips  actually 
entering  or  leaving  the  site  itself.    "Total"  vte  includes  vehicle  trips 
associated  with  the  site,  but  which  use  parking  lots  nearby. 

IM  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning,  Hotel 
Ramada  San  Franci sco  FEIR,  EE  80.171,  1981;  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
Department  of  City  Planning,  Tower  No.  2  San  Francisco  Hilton  Hotel  DEIR, 
EE  79.257,  1980. 

/5/  "Total  person-trip-end  generation"  is  the  total  number  of  trip  ends  made 
by  people  to  and  frcm  the  site,  including  all  directions  and  all  modes  of 
travel . 

/6/  J.  Silva,  Manager,  Fox  Plaza  Garage,  telephone  conversation,  July  8,  1981. 

HI  D.  Langston,  Expediter,  Golden  Gateway  Commons,  telephone  conversation, 
June  30,  1981;  C.  Bray,  Leasing  and  Service  Manager,  Golden  Gateway  Center, 
telephone  conversation,  June  30,  1981. 
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/8/  The  nimber  of  parking  spaces  was  calculated  as  follows:    125  parking 
spaces  for  500  dwelling  units  (1  space  for  each  four  units);  110  spaces  for 
555,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  new  office  and  retail -ccnmercial  floor  area  {7%  of 
gross  floor  area  at  350  sq.  ft.  per  parking  space);  200  spaces  for  the 
1500  additional  hotel  rooms  (7%  of  an  estimated  999,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor 
area  at  350  sq.  ft.  per  space;  and  90  spaces  for  the  700-rocm  Arcon  Pacific 
hotel  (7%  of  an  estimated  465,000  gross  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  at  350  sq.  ft. 
per  space).    The  last  calculation  yields  93  spaces;  this  was  rounded  to  90. 

/9/  A  mitigation  measure  in  the  Pacific  III  EIR  (EE  80.315),  certified 
February  26,  1981,  suggests  the  removal  of  a  traffic  lane  on  Fourth  St.  for 
part  of  the  block  between  Market  and  Mission  Sts.  to  acccmmodate  a  widened 
sidewalk.    As  long  as  the  westernmost  lane  on  Fourth  St.,  which  contains  a  bus 
stop  and  functions  as  a  right-curb  lane,  is  not  removed  near  Mission  St.,  the 
Levels  of  Service  shown  for  the  intersection  of  Mission  St.  and  Fourth  St. 
would  be  as  shown  in  Table  10. 


G.    CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 
1.    CHANGES  IN  LOCAL  CLIMATE 

Changes  in  local  climatic  patterns  in  the  YBC  area  due  to  development  under 
the  four  YBC  alternatives  are  discussed  in  Section  YI.G.  on  pages  356  -  357b 
of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

Because  the  sun  generally  shines  from  the  south  and  west,  seldom  frcm  the  east 
(due  to  frequent  morning  fog),  and  never  directly  from  the  north  (see 
YBC  FEIR,  page  357a),  areas  immediately  to  the  north  and  east  of  high-rises  on 
CB-1  would  be  shadowed  to  some  extent  by  CB-1  buildings  most  of  the  year. 

Central  Block  2  would  contain  a  pedestrian  concourse  plus  high-rise  structures 
in  YBC  Alternative  A;  a  pedestrian  concourse  plus  recreation/entertainment 
park  in  Alternative  B;  a  public  park  in  Alternative  C;  and  high-rise 
structures  in  Alternative  D.    Studies  were  done  showing  the  effect  on  CB-2  of 
shadows  fran  development  on  CB-1,  assuning  for  worst -case  analysis/1/  that  a 
400- ft. -high  building  would  be  situated  at  the  corner  of  Fourth  and 
Mission  Sts.    Shadows  cast  by  a  400-ft.  building  located  at  Fourth  and 
Mission  Sts.  would  remain  north  of  Mission  St.  at  all  times  of  the  day  during 
the  late  summer,  fall,  winter  and  early  spring.    Because  CB-2  is  south  and 
east  of  CB-1,  CB-2  would  be  shadowed  on  afternoons  in  the  early  simmer,  when 
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the  sun's  path  is  high  enough  in  the  sky  to  cast  long  shadows  to  the  southeast 
at  sunset. 

During  the  weeks  near  the  summer  solstice  (June  22),  shadows  from  the 
hypothetical  building  would  start  to  move  southeastward  shortly  after  noon. 
At  approximately  1:00  p.m.  they  would  cross  Mission  St.  and  by  about  4:00  pm. 
they  would  cover  a  200-ft.-wide  strip  of  CB-2  at  ground  level  along 
Mission  St.  (the  length  of  this  strip  along  Mission  St.  would  depend  on  the 
length  of  the  CB-l  building's  frontage  on  Mission  St.).    At  about  6:00  p.m., 
the  shadow  from  the  hypothetical  building  on  CB-l  would  stretch  across  CB-2  at 
ground  level  to  Howard  St.  in  a  diagonal  strip  running  fran  the  corner  of 
Fourth  and  Mission  Sts.  to  the  corner  of  Third  and  Howard  Sts.    The  corner  of 
Fourth  and  Howard  Sts.  would  remain  free  of  shadows  from  buildings  on  CB-l  at 
all  times  of  the  day  and  all  seasons  of  the  year.    The  corner  of  Third  and 
Mission  Sts.  would  be  shadowed  near  the  time  of  the  simmer  solstice,  were 
buildings  over  100  ft.  tall  to  be  built  along  Mission  St.  east  of 
St.  Patrick's  Church. 

A  hypothetical  building  200  ft.  in  height  on  CB-l  at  Mission  and  Fourth  St. 
would  cast  shadows  about  one-half  as  long  as  those  of  the  hypothetical  400-ft. 
building.    The  same  200-ft.  building  set  back  from  Mission  St.  to  the  GSA  site 
would  cast  afternoon  shadows  near  the  time  of  the  simmer  solstice  that  would 
not  cross  Mission  St.  until  about  6:00  p.m.    Were  no  tall  buildings  (200  ft. 
or  higher)  built  along  Mission  and  Fourth  Sts.,  shadow  impacts  on  CB-2  during 
late  spring  and  early  suraner  afternoons  would  be  confined  to  a  narrow  strip 
along  Mission  St. 

2.    CONSTRUCTION  EFFECTS 

Earthmoving,  construction  activities,  and  particularly  excavation  for  new 
fomdations  would  affect  local  air  quality  by  creating  suspended  particulate 
(dust).    In  contrast  to  gaseous  pollutants  and  to  small-size  particulates  from 
combustion,  a  large  percentage  of  the  particulates  from  construction  settles 
out  of  the  atmosphere  rapidly  with  increasing  distance  frcm  the  source  and 
generally  does  not  penetrate  to  the  lungs.    It  has  been  estimated  that  the 
fraction  of  small-sized  construction  particulate  (less  than  30  microns  in 
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diameter),  which  may  remain  suspended  indefinitely  and  is  a  health  hazard,  is 
generated  at  the  rate  of  1.2  tons  per  acre  per  month  of  activity  (U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (U.S.  EPA),  August  1977,  Compilation  of  Air 
Pollutant  Emission  Factors,  AP-42,  Third  Edition).    This  would  include 
emissions  from  excavation  and  earthmoving,  traffic  on  unpaved  surfaces,  wind  ^ 
erosion  and  construction  of  strxtures.    Levels  of  construction  activity  and 
their  impacts  are  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  357c  -  359. 

The  use  of  asphalt  for  road  paving  (for  curb  cuts)  would  generate  hydrocarbon 
emissions.    Regulation  8,  Rule  15  of  the  BAAQMD  prohibits  the  use  of: 
rapid-cure  cutback  asphalt;  any  cutback  asphalt  during  April  through  October, 
except  when  the  temperature  is  below  50  degrees;  and,  after  January  1,  1982, 
emulsified  asphalt  containing  petroleum  solvents  in  excess  of  3%  by  volune. 

3.    LONG-TERM  OPERATION  EFFECTS 

Long-term  air  quality  impacts  would  result  primarily  fron  increased  vehicular 
emissions.    Stationary  source  emissions  (fron  combustion  of  fuels  for  space 
and  water  heating)  could  be  expected  to  range  approximately  from  1%  to  20%  of 
the  mobile  source  efflissions./2/   Table  11  shows  daily  emissions  of  five 
pollutants  from  all  vehicular  traffic  generated  by  the  new  mixed-use  proposal 
in  CB-1  in  the  year  1988.    Daily  emissions  of  these  pollutants  from  traffic 
generated  by  the  CB-1  components  of  each  of  the  four  YBC  alternatives  in  1988 
are  presented  for  comparison.    The  proposed  project  for  CB-1  would  generate 
more  daily  vehicle  trips  than  would  any  of  the  four  YBC  alternatives  for  CB-1, 
but,  because  a  large  proportion  of  CB-1  in  the  new  proposal  would  be  hotel 
uses,  the  average  vehicle  trip  length  would  be  shorter  than  that  for  any  of 
the  alternatives  (see  Section  A-YI.F.,  p.  56).    Thus,  although  the  proposed 
project  would  produce  more  local  trip  ends  than  would  any  of  the  four  YBC 
alternatives,  its  contribution  to  regional  pollutants  would  be  less  than  those 
of  Alternatives  A  and  D  (the  two  YBC  alternatives  expected  to  generate  the 
most  traffic). 

Table  12  shews  worst-case  (poor  dispersion)  carbon  monoxide  (CO) 
concentrations  in  parts  per  million  (ppm)  along  Mission  and  Fourth  Sts. 
produced  by  the  local  vehicular  traffic jn  each  of  four  cases:    the  existing 
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TABLE  11:    CB-1  PROJECTED  VEHICULAR  POLLUTANT  EMISSIONS 


Pollutant  Emissions*  in  Tons/Day 


Year              Use  CO 

1988        YBC  Alternatives; 

A  2.880 

B  1.986 

C  1.295 

D  2.859 

1988        Mixed-Use  2.651 
Proposal 

1988   Projected  2,795. 


Regional  Emissions 


HC 

NOx 

SOx 

TSP 

0.299 

0.191 

0.026 

0.036 

0.206 

0.132 

0.018 

0.025 

0.134 

0.086 

0.017 

0.016 

0.297 

0.190 

0.026 

0.036 

0.275 

0.175 

0.024 

0.033 

662.  574.        361.  159. 


*  Emissions  of  carbon  monoxide  (CO),  hydrocarbons  (HC),  and  nitrogen  oxides 
(NOx)  include  an  assimed  three  minutes  of  idle  time  per  trip.    Idle  emission 
factors  are  not  available  for  oxides  of  sulfur  (SOx)  or  total  suspended 
particulates  (TSP). 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  BAAQMD,  1979,  EMFAC-5 
Vehicular  Emission  Factors  and  traffic  data  from  TJKM  Associates.    1988  Bay 
Area  Projections  are  from  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  Bay  Area 
Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD),  Metropolitan  Transportation 
Coimission  (MTC),  January  1979,  1979  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan. 


condition  (1980);  the  1988  base  case  (without  YBC  development);  development  in 
1988  of  CB-1  under  YBC  Alternative  A,  which  would  produce  more  traffic  than 
any  of  the  other  YBC  alternatives;  and  development  of  CB-1  in  1988  under  the 
new  mixed- use  proposal  (as  in  the  Traffic  analysis,  emissions  from  the  rest  of 
YBC  vere  estimated  as  those  generated  by  the  levels  of  traffic  that  would 
result  frcm  a  mix  of  Alternative  A  and  B  uses,  reflecting  the  November  1977 
Tentative  Proposal).    The  1988  base  case  CO  concentrations  would  be  lower  than 
existing  concentrations  due  to  the  projected  effects  of  government-mandated 
vehicular-emissions  controls  (BAAQMD,  1979,  EMFAC-5  Vehicular  Emission 
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TABLE  12:    PROJECTED  WORST-CASE  (POOR  DISPERSION)  ROADSIDE  CO  CONCENTRATIONS* 
(ppm)**  AT  CB-1 


1988 

Averaging     1980  1988  1988         Mixed  Use  Percent 

Street  Time      Existing     Base  Case     YBC  Alt«  A     Proposal  Change*** 

Fourth  St.     1-hour         20,2  11.5  12.0  12.0        +  4.3 

8-hour         10.0****      5.9  6.1  6.1        +  3.4 

Mission  St.    1-hour         23.2  13.0  13.0  13.0       +  0.0 

8-hour         10.7****      6.3  6.3  6.3        +  0.0 

*  Roadw^ -generated  concentrations  were  added  to  "background"  concentrations. 
Background  concentrations  were  assuned  to  be  14.4  ppm  for  one  hour,  and 
8.3  ppm  for  8  hours  in  1980;  8.4  ppm  for  one  hour  and  5.0  ppm  for  8  hours  in 
1988. 

**  ppm:    parts  per  million 

***  Percent  change  in  CO  concentration  of  project  case  over  that  of  the  1988 
base  case. 

****  Exceeds  the  applicable  standards:    35  ppm  for  one  hour  and  9  ppm  for 
8  hours. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  Bay  Area  Air  Pollution 
Control  District  (BAAPCD),  1975,  Guidelines  for  Air  Quality  Inipact  Analysis  of 
Project,  Information  Bulletin,  and  based  on  traffic  data  frcm  VjKM. 


Factors).    The  local  traffic  generated  by  the  new  proposal  plus  YBC  traffic 
generated  outside  CB-1  would  produce  CO  levels  along  Fourth  and  Mission  Sts. 
that  would  not  exceed  the  levels  produced  by  traffic  generated  under  YBC 
Alternatives  A  and  D.    In  all  cases  local  CO  levels  in  1988  would  be  lower 
than  they  are  now  because  of  vehicle  emissions  controls,  previously 
discussed.    The  greatest  project-induced  increase  over  CO  concentrations  in 
the  1988  base  case  would  be  about  4.3%  on  Fourth  St.  during  the  peak  one 
hour.    Neither  federal  nor  state  standards  for  CO  would  be  exceeded  due  to 
project  implementation.    The  maximum  8-hour  CO  concentration  would  not  be 
expected  to  be  more  than  70%  of  the  standard. 

Subregional  CO  and  particulate  emissions  have  occasionally  exceeded  standards 
in  the  last  three  years  (see  Table  C-1,  Appendix  C,  page  138).    The  1979  Bay 
Area  Air  Quality  Plan  (BAAQMD,  ABAG,  MTC)  states  that  ozone  pollution  will 
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continue  to  be  a  regional  problem  in  the  future,  that  CO  and  particulate  will 
continue  to  be  problems  on  a  local  scale,  and  that  certain  pollution  control 
strategies  would  be  necessary  to  attain  and  maintain  the  standards  for  these 
pollutants  as  required  by  law.    The  mixed-use  proposal  would  not  be  expected 
to  have  a  measurable  impact  on  citywide  or  regional  air-pollution 
concentrations,  or  on  the  frequency  of  violations,  and  thus  would  not  directly 
conflict  with  these  strategies.    The  proposal  would,  however,  generate 
additional  pollutant  emissions  within  San  Francisco. 

FOOTNOTE 

/I/  A  building  situated  here  would  cast  a  shadow  whose  entire  length  would 
fall  on  CB-2  more  often  than  a  shadow  from  a  building  situated  anyv^ere  else 
on  CB-l. 

/2/  Should  fuel  oil,  rather  than  natural  gas,  be  burned  for  heating,  sulfur 
oxide  (SOx)  and  total  suspended  particulates  (TSP)  emissions  could  equal  or  be 
greater  than  mobile  source  emissions  for  the  same  pollutant,  depending  on  the 
sulfur  content  of  the  fuel  used. 


H.  NOISE 

I.  CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 

Constrxtion  activities  would  temporarily  increase  noise  levels  near 
construction  sites  on  CB-l.    The  range  of  construction  noise  and  its  varying 
contributing  factors  are  discussed  on  pages  394  -  395  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 
Table  13  shows  average  noise  levels  expected  during  construction. 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  274-72,  "Regulation  of  Noise,"  Section  2907, 
adopted  in  1973,  requires  that  all  powered  construction  equipment,  except 
impact  tools,  not  emit  more  than  80  dBA  measured  at  100  feet. 

2.    LONG-TERM  NOISE  IMPACTS  AND  LAND  USE  COMPATIBILITY 

Local  street  traffic  noise  would  continue  to  be  the  dominant  noise  source  at 
CB-l,  with  or  without  development  of  the  new  mixed- use  alternative.  Noise 
levels  along  two  streets  which  would  be  fronted  by  CB-l  buildings  were 
calculated,  and  are  shown  in  Table  14.    Four  cases  were  considered:    the  1980 
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TABLE  13:    TYPICAL  COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL  CONSTRUCTION  NOISE  LEVELS  AT  50  FEET 


Construction  Phase  Average  Noise  Level* 

Ground  Clearing  84  dSA 

Excavation  89 
Foundati  ons  78 
Erection  85 
Fi  ni  Shi  ng  89 


*  These  noise  levels  would  be  reduced  to  comply  with  the  Noise  Ordinance  by 
the  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (see  pages  490  - 
491) 

SOURCE:    Bolt,  Beranek,  and  Newman,  December  31,  1971,  Noise  from  Construction 
Equipment  and  Operations,  Building  Equipment,  and  Home  Appliances,  U«S. 
tnvironmental  Protection  Agency,  page  20. 


existing  condition;  the  1988  base  case  (without  development  of  YBC);  the  1988 
YBC  Alternative  A  (for  comparison),  v»*iich  of  all  the  YBC  alternatives  would 
produce  the  most  traffic  at  CB-l;  and  the  1988  mixed-use  proposal  case,  which 
assumes  full  build-out  of  the  new  proposal  for  CB-l  (as  in  the  Traffic 
analysis,  traffic -generated  noise  from  the  rest  of  YBC  was  estimated  as  that 
generated  under  a  mix  of  Alternative  A  and  B  uses,  reflecting  the  November 
1977  Tentative  Proposal). 

In  all  cases  noise  levels  along  Fourth  St.  would  be  greater  than  noise  levels 
along  Mission  St.    The  reduction  in  noise  levels  frcm  lower  average  traffic 
volumes  on  Fourth  St.  is  negated  by  the  greater  noise  produced  by  traffic 
traveling  at  higher  speeds. 

The  greatest  increase  in  average  noise  levels  along  either  street  due  to  the 
new  proposal  would  be  about  1  dBA,  a  difference  undetectable  by  the  hunan 
ear.    In  comparison,  normal  day-to-day  noise  level  fluctuations  of  1  to  4  dBA 
would  occur  in  the  YBC  area  without  any  of  the  levels  of  development 
considered  (YBC  FEIR,  page  172). 
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TABLE  14:    CB-1  STREET-LEVEL  TRAFFIC  NOISE*,  dBA** 


1988 

Noise-Level  1980  1988  1988  Mixed-Use 

Street  Descri ptor  Exi sti ng        Base  Case      YBC  Alt.  A  Proposal 

Fourth  St.     Peak  hour  Leq***      63  63  64  64 

Estimated  Ldn****     65  65  66  66 

Mission  St.    Peak  hour  Leq  59  60  60  60 

Estimated  Ldn  63  63  63  63 

*  Includes  an  assuned  4%  truck  and  bus  traffic,  based  on  TJKM  traffic  counts 
for  YBC  FEIR. 

**  d"B7n    3icibels  measured  on  the  A-weighted  scale,  which  is  sensitive  to  the 
frequency  response  of  the  typical  hunan  ear. 

***  The  equivalent  steady-state  sound  level  which  in  a  stated  period  of  time 
would  contain  the  same  acoustic  energy  as  the  time-varying  sound  level  during 
the  same  time  period. 

****  Ldn:    an  averaged  sound  level  measurement  based  on  hunan  reaction  to 
cunulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period.    To  account  for  greater 
annoyance  at  night,  10  dBA  are  added  to  measured  noise  levels  between 
10:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation,  FHWA  Highway  Traffic  Noise  Prediction  Model,  1978, 
FHWA-RD-77-108,  and  based  on  traffic  data  from  TJKM. 


San  Francisco  land-use  compatibility  criteria  for  community  noise  (S.F. 
Department  of  City  Planning,  1974,  as  shown  in  Figure  H-1,  page  145  of  the  YBC 
FEIR  Appendices)  indicate  that  noise  insulation  features  may  be  required  for 
seme  of  the  proposed  CB-1  buildings.    The  State  of  California  (California 
Administrative  Code  Title  25,  Chapter  1,  Subchapter  1,  Article  4)  requires 
that  the  interior  CNEL/1/  for  newly  constructed  dwelling  units  and  hotels  with 
windows  closed  be  less  than  or  equal  to  45  dBA.    The  State  requires  that  an 
acoustical  analysis  be  done,  showing  that  the  proposed  building  has  been 
designed  to  limit  noise  to  45  dBA  inside  habitable  rooms  with  windows  closed. 
The  City  requires  that  this  analysis  be  sifcmitted  to  the  Superintendent  of 
Building  Inspection  with  the  application  for  a  site  permit.    Two  to  three 
stories  above  street  level,  however,  traffic  noise  would  be  approximately  half 
that  of  the  noise  at  street  level.    At  a  height  of  five  stories,  dwelling 
units  and  hotel  roans  fronting  streets  would  probably  be  compatible  with  the 
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local  noise  levels  and  not  require  special  noise  insulation.    Both  office 
buildings  and  retail -comnercial  uses  (restaurants,  stores)  would  be  compatible 
with  24-hour  averaged  noise  environments  (Ldn)  of  up  to  70  dSA. 

FOOTNOTE 

/!/  CNEL:    the  Ccnmunity  Noise  Equivalent  Level,  which  is  similar  to  Ldn 
except  that  sound  level  measurements  taken  between  7:00  p.m.  and  10:00  p.m. 
are  weighted  5  dBA  higher  than  daytime  sounds,  in  addition  to  the  10  dBA 
10:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.  weighting.    In  practice,  CNEL  and  Ldn  rarely  differ  by 
more  than  2  dBA. 

I.    RESOURCE  USE 
1.  ENERGY 

The  projected  annual  operating  energy  demands  for  CB-1  under  the  new  proposal 
would  be  higher  than  for  development  on  CB-1  under  any  of  the  four 
alternatives  considered  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    These  demands  would  be  more  than 
twice  the  demands  for  CB-1  as  canpared  with  Alternative  A,  the  YBC  alternative 
with  the  highest  energy  demand  for  CB-1.    The  increased  energy  demand  would  be 
due  to  the  residential  and  hotel  uses  on  CB-1.    These  types  of  uses  require 
more  energy  for  cooking,  food  preservation,  and  domestic  hot  water  than  do 
office  and  retail-coimercial  structures.    Further,  residential  structures, 
including  hotels,  are  heated  during,  the  cooler  evening  and  early  morning 
hours,  while  office  and  retail -commercial  structures  generally  are  not. 
Finally,  current  California  Energy  Ccnmission  standards  for  residential 
structures  require  only  that  the  structural  components  of  residential 
structures  meet  certain  standards,  while  Energy  Commission  standards  for 
n on- residential  structures  require  that  nonresidential  structures  not  use  more 
than  a  specified  amount  of  energy  per  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  per  year. /I/ 
Nothing  in  the  standards  for  either  residential  or  non-residential  buildings 
requires  any  use  of  renewable  energy  resources. 

The  new  mixed- use  proposal  would  be  expected  to  have  annual  electric  and 
natural  gas  demand  curves  of  a  shape  similar  to  those  shown  in  Section  lY.I. 
of  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  413  and  417.    Expected  daily  electric  and  natural  gas 
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consimption  curves  would  be  of  a  shape  similar  to  those  for  Alternative  B 
(pages  415  and  419  of  the  YBC  FEIR).    However,  because  the  energy  use  for  the 
new  proposal  would  be  higher  than  for  any  of  the  alternative  uses  shown  in  the 
YBC  FEIR,  the  value  on  the  left-hand  margin  of  the  electric  and  natural  gas 
consunption  graphs  would  be  greater  than  those  shown  for  Alternative  B  in  the 
YBC  FEIR. 

2.  WATER 

Projected  total  average  daily  water  demand,  broken  down  by  use,  is  shown  for 
the  new  proposal  on  CB-l  in  Table  15./ 2/    It  is  ass  lined  for  worst-case 
analysis  that  the  hotels  would  be  at  100%  occupancy.    The  hotels  would  require 
about  two- thirds  of  all  the  water  used  by  CB-l  after  build- out. 

In  comparison,  YBC  FEIR  Alternative  D  uses  for  CB-l,  which  would  have  the 
greatest  build-out  of  the  YBC  FEIR  alternatives,  would  require  a  total  average 
of  330,400  gallons  of  water  per  day./2/   The  new  proposed  uses  for  CB-l  would 
require  about  twice  as  much  water  as  would  Alternative  D  uses  on  CB-l.  The 
San  Francisco  Water  Department  would  be  able  to  provide,  the  prcyected  water 
requirements  of  the  proposed  CB-l  uses  without  any  alterations  in  the  water 
distribution  system. /3/   The  Water  Department  also  foresees  no  difficulties  in 
supplying  all  of  YBC,  should  it  be  developed  with  the  proposed  uses  for  CB-l, 
and  YBC  FEIR  Alternative  D  uses  for  the  rest  of  YBC./3/ 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  There  is  an  exemption  from  this  per  sq.  ft.  requirement;  non-residential 
structures  may  comply  with  current  regulations  by  demonstrating  that  60%  of 
the  total  energy  used  would  come  from  renewable  resources.    New  performance 
standards  for  residential  structures  were  proposed  by  Energy  Commission  staff 
in  November  1980. 

HI  Based  on  water  consunption  factors  in  Table  I-l,  Appendix  I,  page  147  in 
YBC  FEIR  Appendices. 

/3/  J.E.  Kenck,  Manager,  San  Francisco  Water  Department  City  Distribution 
Division,  letter,  November  3,  1980. 
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TABLE  15:    AVERAGE  1988  DAILY  WATER  DEMAND  BY  THE  MIXED-USE  PROPOSAL  ON  CB-1 


Water  Consumption 


Use  (gal/day 

1,500  Hotel  Rooms  (at  100%  occupancy)  300,000 

700-Roan  Arc  on  Pacific  Hotel  (at  100%  occupancy)  140,000 

500,000  Sq.  Ft.  of  Office  Space*  62,500 

80,000  Sq.  Ft.  of  Retai  1-Cannerci al  Space*  16,000 

Mercantile  Building  (existing,  v^en  fully  occupied)  12,000 

St.  Patrick's  Church  (existing)  600 

Pedestrian  Concourse  24,300 

500  Market-Rate  Dwelling  Units  100,000 

TOTAL  655,400 


*  Consimption  includes  the  Jessie  St.  Substation  to  be  renovated. 


J.  GEOLOGY-SEISMOLOGY 

The  dune  sand  underlying  CB-1,  although  having  low  compressibility,  is 
unconsolidated  (loose  geologic  material),  and  has  a  potential  for 
liquefaction.    The  sands  would  make  a  poor  foundation  base  for  a  high-rise 
office  building  or  hotel,  so  some  other  means  of  stabilizing  the  buildings 
would  probably  be  necessary.    Pilings  driven  into  the  Franciscan  Formation 
bedrock  below  the  sands  are  the  usual  foundation  base  for  high-rise  buildings 
in  the  area.    Lateral  movement  of  unconsolidated  geologic  materials  during 
excavation  could  force  sands  and  b^  mud  into  the  pit.    Use  of  seme  support 
system  such  as  soldier  beams  and  lagging,  a  common  construction  practice, 
would  alleviate  the  hazard. 

The  YBC  FEIR,  pages  433  -  434,  discusses  potential  damages  to  neighboring 

buildings  due  to  dewatering  during  construction.    Similar  to  development  under 

the  four  YBC  alternatives,  the  greatest  potential  earthquake  hazard  in  the 

proposed  CB-1  mixed-use  development  would  arise  fran  the  probable  shower  of 

glass  and  other  debris  from  building  facades.    High-rise  buildings  that  front 

on  streets  or  the  pedestrian  concourse  would  be  classified  as  Risk  Level  2 

structures  in  the  Community  Safety  Plan.  _The  guidelines  of  Policy  1  of  the 
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plan  state  that,  "Failure  of  mechanical  or  architectural  elements  ...  should 
not  cause  loss  of  life."  (Community  Safety  Element,  San  Francisco  Department 
of  City  Planning,  1974,  page  41).    Falling  debris  from  CB-1  facades  might  pose 
such  a  hazard  to  people  on  the  streets  below  (YBC  FEIR,  page  439). 

K.  HYDROLOGY 

Construction  on  C8-1  would  require  excavation  and  dewatering  similar  to 
construction  under  the  four  YBC  alternatives.    Groundwater  pimped  during 
dewatering  operations  would  be  channeled  into  the  local  sewer  lines,  and  could 
cause  some  clogging  if  the  water  were  to  contain  a  large  quantity  of  silt. 
Dewatering  would  not  have  a  permanent  impact  on  local  groundwater  levels. 

The  CB-1  site  presently  has  very  little  permeable  soil  surface.  Building 
constrxtion,  therefore,  would  not  increase  rainwater  runoff.    Runoff  would 
continue  to  drain  into  the  storm  and  sewer  system,  and  the  streets  surrounding 
the  site  would  continue  to  have  the  potential  hazard  of  stormwater  overflows. 
New  buildings  with  deeply  laid  foundations  might  have  a  seepage  problem. 
Underdrain  sump  systems  would  be  required  for  such  structures  (YBC  FEIR, 
pages  438  -  440). 

L.  ECOLOGY 

Landscaping  after  the  proposed  constrxtion  on  CB-1  might  include  trees  or 
shrubbery  along  the  pedestrian  concourse  through  the  center  of  the  block,  and 
along  the  frontages  of  CB-1  with  city  streets.    The  hotel  and  housing 
developments  might  include  seme  small  open  areas.    As  with  the  four  YBC 
alternatives,  most  of  the  plants  included  in  any  landscaping  would  probably  be 
non-native  species.    Animals  under  these  conditions  would  be  restricted  to 
insects;  to  birds  tolerant  of  the  urban  setting,  including  the  domestic 
pigeon,  house  finch,  English  sparrow,  and  Brewer's  blackbird;  and  to  common 
soil  animals.    Rat  control  efforts  would  be  needed  temporarily  during 
construction,  were  the  abandonded  sewer  line  in  Stevenson  St.  to  be  exposed. 
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M.    ARCHAEOLOGIC  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

The  impacts  of  development  within  the  YBC  area  on  archaeologic  and  historic 
resources  are  discussed  in  Section  YI.M.,  pages  444  -  445  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

Under  the  new  mixed-use  proposal  for  CB-1,  the  6SA  (Apparel  Center)  Bldg.  at 
49  Fourth  St.  would  be  demolished.  The  structure  is  not  a  City  landmark  and 
is  not  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register;  it  is  rated  "B"  by  the 
Heritage  Survey  and  is  included  in  the  City  Planning  Ccmmi ssion' s  Listing  of 
Architecturally  and/ or  Historically  Significant  Buildings  in  the  Downtown, 

As  in  the  four  YBC  alternatives,  the  structures  located  on  C3-1  within  the 
redevelopment  area  {St.  Patrick's  Church  and  Rectory,  the  Mercantile  Bldg.  and 
the  Jessie  St.  Substation)  would  be  preserved  for  adaptive  reuse.  New 
construction  on  CB-1  would  be  undertaken  within  the  context  of  the 
architecturally  important  buildings  existing  on  Assessor's  Block  3706. 
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A-YII.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  (Central  Block  1) 


This  section  is  organized  in  the  same  sequence  as  the  Setting  and  Impact 
sections,  with  the  same  letter  designating  each  impact  category  as  in  those 
sections.    All  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  YBC  FEIR  that  would 
pertain  to  the  uses  proposed  in  this  Supplement  for  development  on  CB-1  are 
suimarized  at  the  beginning  of  each  subsection  and  incorporated  here  by 
reference  {pages  447  -  509  of  the  YBC  FEIR),    Additional  suggested  mitigation 
measures  are  listed  following  the  simmary.    Impact  categories  for  which  no 
YBC  FEIR  measures  are  applicable  and  no  additional  measures  are  suggested  are 
omitted  from  the  sequence.    The  suggested  mitigation  measures  would  be  acted 
upon  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  just  prior  to  approval  by  the 
Ccnmission  of  the  land  disposition  agreement  for  CB-1. 

A.    LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  allocation  of  ]%  of  construction 
costs  to  public  fine  art  works. 

PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

The  principles  and  design  standards  developed  for  CB-1  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency's  urban  design  consultants  would  include  consideration  of  the  effect  of 
building  design  and  l6(yout  on  the  visual  context  of  existing  buildings  of 
identified  architectural  or  historic  merit  on  Assessor's  Block  3706,  both 
inside  and  outside  of  the  redevelopment  area  (see  pages  447  -  448  of  the 
YBC  FEIR). 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  and  HUD  are  consulting  with  the  State  Historic 
Preservation  Officer  and  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  regarding 
a  Memorandim  of  Agreement  relating  to  Historic  Buildings. 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  work  with  the  developer  to  endeavor  to  make 
small,  affordable  ret ail-c crane rcial  spaces  available. 

C.    SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  YBC  area  is  populated  now  almost  entirely  by  low-income  elderly  people. 
The  introduction  of  market-rate  housing  would  broaden  the  population  mix  of 
the  area  by  adding  mostly  a  non-elderly  population. 

•  PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURE 

•  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consider  requiring  that  the  sales  agreements  of 
the  market-rate  units  proposed  on  CB-1  specify  that  the  purchasers  must  agree 
to  occupy  the  units  for  at  least  one  year  after  purchase. 

E.    COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  Redevlopment  Agency  would  require  that  all  developers  install  low-flow 
toilets,  urinals,  taps  and  showerheads  to  reduce  total  liquid  wastes 
discharged  into  the  sewers. 

Discharge  of  dewateMng  wastes  from  construction  sites  must  conform  to  the 
Industrial  Waste  Ordinance. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  all  refuse  be  placed  in  metal 
dimpster  containers  to  facilitate  pick-up. 
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The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  installation  of  bicycle  racks  near 
office  building  entrances  for  use  by  messengers. 

The  designation  of  yellow-curb  delivery  zones  to  alleviate  delivery  vehicle 
conflicts  with  traffic  near  office  and  commercial  buildings  would  be  the 
responsiblity  of  the  Traffic  Survey  Unit  of  the  San  Francisco  Police 
Department. 

All  construction  sites  must  be  fenced  under  the  Federal  Occupational  Health 
and  Safety  Administration  Regulations. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  recommend  security  systems  or  bonded  security 
guards  for  all  office  buildings,  retail -commercial  establishments,  and 
housing.    Installation  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  developer. 

PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

Before  requesting  that  Jessie  St.  be  vacated,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would 
hire  a  qualified  plunber  to  determine  whether  any  existing  buildings  are 
connected  to  the  sewer  under  Jessie  St.    Should  Jessie  St.  be  vacated  and  the 
sewer  abandoned,  any  buildings  that  are  currently  connected  would  be 
reconnected  to  the  mains  in  Fourth  St.  or  Mission  St.  at  the  expense  of  the 
developer  or  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 

On-site  water  reservoirs  would  be  provided  on  CB-1,  if  the  Water  Department 
prohibits  "direct  pimping"  because  of  the  age  of  the  water  mains  in  the  area. 

#  The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  recommend  to  the  City  the  provision  of  an 
additional  police  car  and  two  officers  to  patrol  24  hours  in  the  vicinity  of 
CB-1.    The  cost  of  the  additional  police  car  and  officers  would  be  offset  to 
an  undetermined  extent  by  the  provision  of  approximately  $1.27  million  per 
year  in  unallocated  hotel  room  tax  revenues,  as  well  as  other  revenues  (see 
page  47  of  this  report,  and  pages  269-271  of  the  YBC  FEIR). 
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A-YII.    Mitigation  Measures  (CB-1) 


F.  TRANSPORTATION 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  pedestrian  concourse  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  would  increase 
capacity  for  pedestrian  movements  between  Market  St.  and  the  Convention  Center 
on  CB-3. 

The  YBC  FEIR  suggests  that  haul  trucks  for  spoils  and  construction  materials 
not  be  permitted  on  Mission  St.  or  Market  St.,  that  trucks  be  directed  to  and 
from  the  James  Lick  Freeway  via  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.,  and  that  they  be 
restricted  from  all  streets  during  the  a.m.  and  p.m.  peak  periods. 
Implementation  would  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works 
and  the  Police  Department. 

PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

#  Transit 

In  recognition  of  the  need  for  expanded  transportation  services  to  meet  the 
peak  demand  generated  by  cunulative  commercial  development  in  the  downtown 
area,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  may  require  the  developer  to  contribute  funds 
for  maintaining  and  augmenting  transportation  service,  in  an  amount 
proportionate  to  the  demand  created  by  the  project,  in  accordance  with 
Ordinance  Nunbers  224-81  and  225-81,  enacted  on  May  5,  1981,  ammending  the 
San  Francisco  Administrative  Code. 
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A-YII.    Mitigation  Measures  (CB-1) 


Parking  and  Circulation 

The  potential  for  vehicle  -  vehicle  conflicts  from  the  proposed  garage  access 
on  Mission  St.  would  be  reduced  by  restricting  access  to  the  entrance  to  right 
turn  in  and  out  only.    The  implementation  of  this  measure  would  be  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

•  Were  the  CB-1  garage  to  have  no  entrance  or  exit  on  Mission  St.,  but  rather  to 
have  equal  access  to  all  parking  spaces  from  both  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.,  the 
impact  on  the  traffic  on  Mission  St.  would  be  reduced.    However,  it  may  be 
difficult  to  provide  a  connection  between  the  Third  and  Fourth  St.  garage 
access  points,  given  the  difficulty  in  excavating  under  existing  buildings, 
which  are  to  remain.    If  no  internal  circulation  were  provided  in  the  block, 
the  spaces  would  have  to  be  distributed  as  260  spaces  with  access  onto  Third 
St.  and  265  spaces  with  access  onto  Fourth  St.  to  allow  Level  of  Service  D 
operation  of  the  intersection  of  Mission  and  Fourth  Sts.    The  location  of 
garages  and  the  access  points  to  them  would  be  determined  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  during  review  of  specific  building  proposals  for  CB-1. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  prepare  a  Transportation  Management  Plan  to 
address  vehicular  traffic  circulation  and  automobile  parking. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  consult  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
and  the  Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering  in  designing  the  pedestrian  access, 
vehicular  access  (including  truck,  service- vehicle  taxi  and  tour-  and 
charter-bus  loading  areas),  and  off-street  loading  facilities  of  the  hotel 
uses  proposed  for  CB-1. 

#  The  design  of  the  pedestrian  concourse  could  include  a  pedestrian 
overcrossing( s)  of  Mission  St.  to  separate  pedestrian  movements  fran  the 
traffic  on  Mission  St.    If  an  "on  grade"  pedestrian  crossing  is  developed  on 
Mission  St.  (between  Third  and  Fourth  Sts.)  appropriate  traffic  control 
devices  would  be  installed  to  reduce  the  potential  for  accidents  involving 
pedestrians  and  delays  associated  with  pedestrian-vehicle  conflicts.  These 
hazards  would  be  eliminated  entirely  by  a  grade-separated  overcrossing( s). 
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A- VI I.    Mitigation  Measures  {CB-D 


Intersection  Capacity 

Mitigation  of  the  Level  of  Service  E  condition  at  the  intersection  of  Mission 
and  Fourth  Sts.  under  the  new  proposal  would  require  re-striping  of  the 
intersection  to  one  left-turn  lane,  one  left-and-through-opti onal  lane  and  the 
diamond  lane  westboind  on  Mission  St.    With  this  change,  the 
vol tme- to-capacity  ratio  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  for  the  new  proposal 
condition  would  be  0.89  (Level  of  Service  0).    The  implementation  of  this 
measure  would  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works. 

G.    CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

Building  height,  shape,  bulk,  width,  orientation,  surface  treatment  and 
location  with  respect  to  other  structures  can  all  affect  winds  and  shadows. 
The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  developers  of  high-rise  structures  to 
conduct  a  microclimate  analysis,  including  wind-tunnel  studies,  to  determine 
impacts  on  pedestrian  comfort  and  to  provide  a  basis  for  design  modifications 
to  mitigate  these  impacts. 

The  reduction  of  dust  generated  by  excavation  and  other  construction 
activities  would  be  achieved  by  using  construction-industry-accepted  methods 
such  as  watering  the  site  and  covering  load  material  in  trucks. 

HUD  would  require  one  or  more  specific  measures  to  reduce  indoor  levels  of 
pollutant  exposure.    Possible  requirements  include: 

Housing  units  be  at  the  second  level  or  higher. 

Recirculati on-type  ventilation  system  and  central  forced-air  heating 

system. 

Electric  ranges  in  lieu  of  gas  ranges. 

Emission  vents  of  structures  separated  from  air  intakes  by  at  least 
15  feet. 

Air  intakes  elevated  at  least  10  feet  above  street  level. 
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A-YII.    Mitigation  Measures  (CB-1) 


Avoidance  of  long  linear  blocks  of  structures. 

No  direct  access  to  dwelling  units  from  parking  areas  through  a  common 
doorway. 

HUD  would  require  mitigations  of  exterior  air  quality  as  follows: 

Avoidance  of  grading  that  creates  low-lying  areas. 

No  active  outdoor  areas  such  as  play  areas,  tennis  courts  and  swimming 

pools. 

Air  quality  impacts  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  transportation 
mitigation  measures  in  A-YII.F. 

PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

The  tallest  elements  of  new  construction  on  western  CB-1  would  be  set  back 
fran  Mission  St.,  wherever  feasible,  to  reduce  shading  of  the  proposed  open 
areas  on  CB-2. 

H.  NOISE 

APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  that  powered  construction 
equipment,  other  than  impact  tools  and  equipment,  regardless  of  age  or  date  of 
acquisition,  emit  no  more  than  80  dBA  when  measured  at  a  distance  of  100  feet, 
or  an  equivalent  sound  level  at  seme  other  convenient  distance.    Impact  tools 
and  equipment  must  have  intake  and  exhaust  mufflers  recommended  by  the 
manufacturers  and  approved  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works  as  best 
accomplishing  maximum  noise  attenuation.    The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance 
requires  a  special  permit  for  construction  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m. 

The  YBC  FEiR  recommends  the  following  post-construction  site  planning  noise 
mitigations: 

Setting  back  housing  from  the  major  streets. 
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A-VII.    Mitigation  Measures  (CB-1) 


Orient  housing  away  from  noise  sources,  with  courtyard  and  balcony  areas 
screened  fron  the  noise  by  the  building. 
Using  noise  barriers  such  as  walls. 

Placing  bedrooms  as  far  as  possible  from  exterior  noise  sources. 


PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 


California  Noise-Insulation  Standards  (Title  25,  Chapter  1,  Subchapter  1, 
Article  4,  of  the  California  Administrative  Code)  require  that  noise  levels  in 
any  habitable  room  of  a  dwelling  not  exceed  a  24-hour  averaged  level  (CNEL)  of 
45  dBA  with  windows  closed.    Since  24-hour  averaged  traffic  noise  levels 

^'"dn)  along  Mission  and  Fourth  Sts.  would  be  in  the  range  of  60  to  66  dBA, 
site-planning  mitigation  measures  alone  {as  described  on  pages  494  -  494a  of 
the  YBC  FEIR)  may  be  sufficient  to  comply  with  the  requirement. 

Building-design  mitigation  measures  could  contribute  to  further  noise 
reduction.    Table  16  shows  some  typical  noise  reductions. 


TABLE  16:    NOISE  REDUCTION  ACHIEVED  BY  STRUCTURE  EXTERIOR  WALLS 


Reduction  of  Noise 

Building  Type  Window  Condition  From  Outside  Sources 

All  Open  10  dBA 

Light  Frame  Ordinary  sash,  closed  20  dBA 

Masonry  Single  pane,  closed  25  dBA 

Masonry  Double  pane,  closed  35  dBA 


SOURCE:    FHWA  Policy  and  Procedure  Memorandum  90-2,  February  8,  1973. 


California  noise  insulation  standards  would  apply  only  to  the  proposed 
dwelling  units  and  hotel  rooms.    Office  buildings  and  re t ail-c crane rcial  uses 
are  less  sensitive  to  noise.    Conformance  with  San  Francisco's  Transportation 
Noise  Element  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan  (1974)  would  not  require  any  special 
noise  insulation  features. 
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A-VII.    Mitigation  Measures  (CB-1) 


I.    RESOURCE  USE 

APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  encourage  the  use  of  a  total  energy  system  for 
development  on  the  CB-1  site.    Because  several  major  structures  would  be 
designed  and  built  in  the  same  block  at  about  the  same  time,  an  exceptional 
opportunity  exists  to  incorporate  a  total  energy  system  into  the  design  (see 
Section  YII.  I.,  YBC  FEIR,  pages  498  -  499). 

PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  design  criteria  for  CB-1 
to  preclude  development  fran  significantly  shading  other  YBC  building  sites  or 
sites  outside  the  redevelopment  area.    The  Agency  would  review  each  building 
design  proposal  to  ensure  that  it  would  conform  to  these  criteria. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  criteria  for  use  in  the  design  of  each 
development  to  minimize  the  avoidable,  unnecessary  and/or  wasteful  use  of 
nonrenewable  energy  and  to  encourage  the  use  of  renewable  energy.    The  Agency 
would  review  each  building  design  to  ensure  that  it  would  conform  to  all 
criteria.    See  Appendix  D,  page  139,  for  a  sample  list  of  such  criteria. 

J.    GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMOLOGY 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

Buildings  would  be  designed  in  conformance  with  the  San  Francisco  Building 
Code,  Article  23,  Sections  2314  A  to  K,  to  withstand  damage  resulting  from 
maximum  probable  earthquake. 

A  soils  engineer  would  be  retained  to  make  recommendations  for  building 
foundation  design,  as  required  by  the  Seismic  Safety  Element  of  the 
San  Francisco  Comprehensive  Plan. 
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A-VII.    Mitigation  Measures  (CB-1) 


All  buildings  would  be  designed  and  positioned  in  conformity  with  the  policies 
of  the  San  Francisco  community  Safety  Plan. 

L.  ECOLOGY 

APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  use  vegetation  native  to  Northern  California 
for  landscaping,  if  available. 

PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

Rat  control  efforts  would  be  needed  temporarily  during  construction,  were  the 
abandoned  sewer  line  in  Stevenson  St.  to  be  exposed. 

M.    ARCHAEOLOGICAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

A  series  of  two  archival  studies  have  been  completed. 

A  qualified  archaeologist  was  retained  by  the  City  to  conduct  a 

p  reconstruct  ion  testing  program  on  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  site. 

PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

HUD  has  released  the  Project  from  archaeological  restraints  (Henry  Dishroom, 
Area  Manager,  HUD,  letter  dated  February  6,  1981);  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
and  HUD  are  consulting  with  SHPO  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  a  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  concerning  Historic  Buildings. 
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A-YIII.    Unavoidable  Significant  Environmental  Effects  (CB-1) 
A-VIII.    UNAVOIDABLE  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  (Central  Block  1) 


The  unavoidable  significant  environmental  effects  of  implementation  of  the  new 
mixed- use  proposal  on  CB-1  are  generally  within  the  limits  described  for  the 
four  alternatives  in  the  YBC  FEIR  on  pages  511  -  516.    Those  instances  where 
the  effects  would  differ  fron  or  exceed  those  of  the  four  alternatives  are 
described  below: 

Land  Use  and  Social  Characteristics;    Construction  of  2,200  hotel  rooms  and 
500  dwelling  units  on  CB-1  would  place  more  concentrated  hotel  uses  in  the  YBC 
area  than  would  Alternative  A  and  more  concentrated  residential  uses  on  CB-1 
than  would  Alternatives  B  and  C.    To  a  greater  extent  than  in  Alternatives  A 
or  B,  the  hotel  uses  would  make  CB-1  part  of  a  day-and-night  activity  center 
extending  fron  Market  St.  to  the  convention  center. 

Urban  Design  and  Visual  Aspects:  The  GSA  Building  at  49  Fourth  St.  would  be 
demolished.  The  building  is  included  in  the  City  Planning  Commission  Listing 
of  Architecturally  and/ or  Historically  Important  Structures  in  the  Downtown 
and  rated  "B"  in  the  Heritage  Survey;  it  has  been  determined  to  be  ineligible 
for  listing  in  the  National  Register. 

Cownunity  Services:    There  would  be  additional  flows  of  sewage  frcm  CB-1  to 
the  treatment  plants  and  an  additional  contribution  to  overflows  into  the  Bay 
until  completion  of  the  City's  wastewater  management  system.    Additional  solid 
wastes  would  also  be  produced  on  CB-1.    Demands  for  police  protection  would  be 
increased  and  an  additional  patrol  car  and  officers  to  staff  it  might  be 
required  to  provide  service. 

Resource  Use:    Because  of  the  hotel  and  residential  uses,  the  operating  energy 
demands  for  CB-1  under  the  new  mixed- use  proposal  would  be  more  than  those  of 
the  block  under  Alternative  A,  the  alternative  with  the  highest  energy  demand 
for  CB-1.    Projected  water  consunption  would  be  about  twice  that  of  CB-1  under 
Alternative  D,  the  alternative  with  the  greatest  water  demand  from  CB-1. 
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A-IX.    Short  Tern  vs.  Long  Term  Implications  (CB-1) 
A-IX.    SHORT  TERM  VS.  LONG  TERM  IMPLICATIONS  (Central  Block  1) 


The  short-term  and  long-term  effects  of  implementation  of  the  new  mixed-use 
proposal  within  the  redevelopment  area  on  CB-1  would  be  similar  to  those 
evaluated  for  the  four  alternatives  in  Section  IX  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    On  the  GSA 
site  outside  the  redevelopment  area,  49  Fourth  St.  (included  in  the  City 
Planning  Commission  Listing  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Important 
Buildings  in  the  Downtown)  would  be  demolished  and  replaced  with  new 
construction. 
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A-X.    Irreversible  Environmental  Changes  (CB-1) 
A-X.    IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES  (Central  Bloclc  1) 


Irreversible  environmental  changes  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  new 
mixed-use  proposal  on  CB-1  would  not  differ  from  those  resulting  fron 
development  on  the  site  under  the  four  YBC  alternatives.    The  one  exception 
would  be  the  demolition  of  the  GSA  Building  at  49  Fourth  St.  and  its 
replacement  by  new  construction.    For  a  full  discussion  of  the  irreversible 
environmental  changes  in  the  YBC  area,  refer  to  Section  X,  pages  518  -  518a  of 
the  YBC  FEIR. 
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A-XI.    Growth  Inducing  Impact  (CB-l) 


A-XI.    GROWTH  INDUCING  IMPACT  (Central  Block  1) 


The  2,200  hotel  rooms  included  in  the  new  mixed-use  proposal  for  CB-l  would  be 
a  net  addition  to  the  quality  hotel-rocra  stock  of  San  Francisco  and  represent 
an  increase  of  1,500  rooms  above  the  700  considered  for  CB-2  (and  CB-l  as  a 
variant)  mder  Alternative  A  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    Tourism  is  a  "basic  industry," 
and  is  the  City's  leading  source  of  income. /I/   Visitor  expenditures  in 
San  Francisco  are  an  important  factor  in  the  City's  economy,  because  the 
majority  of  tourists,  commercial  travelers  and  convention  delegates  are  from 
outside  the  City  and  are  spending  "new  money"  which  originates  fran  outside  of 
the  Bay  Area.    This  new  money  would  be  income  created  in  the  City  without 
subtracting  income  fron  other  sectors  of  the  San  Francisco  economy. 

The  500  market-rate  residential  units  would  be  expected  to  stimulate  a  greater 
demand  for  residential -serving  retail  uses,  such  as  grocery  stores  or 
pharmacies,  in  the  vicinity  than  would  the  100  units  or  200  units  proposed  for 
CB-l  in  Alternatives  B  and  C,  respectively.    Construction  and  operation  of  the 
other  uses  proposed  for  CB-l  would  not  be  expected  to  induce  growth  beyond 
that  evaluated  for  the  YBC  alternatives  on  pages  519  -  520c  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 
Employment  generated  on  CB-l  would  be  less  than  that  generated  on  the  block 
under  Alternatives  A,  B  or  D. 

FOOTNOTE 

/I/  Security  Pacific  Bank,  September  30,  1979,  Northern  Coastal  Monthly 
Simnary  of  Business  Conditions. 
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B-IY.    Prco'ect  Description:    High  School  Development  (SB-4) 
B-IV.    PROJECT  DESCRIPTION:    HIGH  SCHOOL  DEVELOPMENT  ON  SOUTHERN  BLOCK  4 


The  new  proposal  evaluated  in  Part  B  of  this  Supplement  would  involve  the 
construction  of  a  private  high  school  at  the  southeast  corner  of  Third  and 
Harrison  Sts.  (see  Figure  8,  page  92)  on  a  portion  of  Southern  Block  4  {SB-4), 
designated  as  Parcels  3763-A  and  -C.    The  decision  for  the  proposal  would  be 
based  on  the  approval  of  a  land  disposition  agreement  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  by  mid-sinmer  1981.    This  proposal  differs  fran  the 
light-industrial  uses  (see  Table  17)  considered  for  SB-4  in  the  four 
alternatives  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (see  Figures  1  -  4,  pages  10,  12,  13  and  15, 
respectively),  and  the  November  1977  Tentative  Proposal.    The  high  school 
would  serve  approximately  300  students.    The  building  would  cover  about  70^  to 
80%  of  the  25,200  gross  sq.  ft.  of  land  area  on  the  site  and  would  not  exceed 
a  height  of  40  feet.    Approximately  twenty  surface  parking  spaces  would  be 
provided  for  the  school's  use. 
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B-IY.    Project  Description:    High  School  Development  (SB-4) 


TABLE  17:  COMPARATIVE  USES  AND  FLOOR  AREA*  OF  HIGH  SCHOOL  AND  YBC  FEIR 
ALTERNATIVES  ON  PROPOSED  SITE  ON  SB-4  (1988  BUILD-OUT) 


1988 

1980  1988  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives  High-School 

Use  Existing   Alt.  A       Alt»  B      Alt.  C        Alt.  D  Proposal 

Lt.  Industrial       ~         88,000        127,000**  136,000**  136,000** 

Private  Parking     ~         130  spaces      ~  ~  ~         20  spaces 

Vacant  Lot 

and  Parking  25,200 

School  —  ~  ~  ~  ~        25,200  + 

*Area  is  in  square  feet  unless  otherwise  noted. 

**  Accessory  parking  would  be  required  for  the  light-industrial  uses  by  the 
City  Planning  Code;  except  for  Alternative  A,  the  number  of  spaces  for  each 
alternative  was  not  specified  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 
+Land  surface  area;  school  would  serve  about  300  students. 
NOTE:    Table  A-1  (page  7)  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices  shows  Parcels  3763-A,  -B 
and  -C  grouped  together.    Parcel  3763-B,  containing  about  9,800  gross  sq.  ft., 
is  not  a  part  of  the  site  proposed  for  the  private  high  school.    Parcel  3763-B 
is  assumed  in  the  Supplement  to  continue  to  have  the  uses  proposed  for  it  in 
the  four  YBC  FEIR  Alternatives.    Yerba  Buena  Center  uses  on  Parcels  3763-A  and 
-C  are  assuned  to  be  about  72%  of  the  gross  sq.  ft.  evaluated  for  the  three 
parcels;  this  is  the  proportion  of  the  land  area  contained  in  Parcels  3763-A 
and  -C. 

SOURCE:  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  and  Table  A-1,  Appendix  A,  page  7, 
in  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices. 
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B-Y.    Environmental  Setting  (SB-4) 


B-Y.    ENYIRONMENTAL  SETTING  (Southern  Block  4) 


A.    LAND  USE,  ZONING,  AND  YISUAL  ASPECTS 

1.  LAND  USE 

Land  uses  in  the  area  surrounding  YBC  are  described  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  63 

-  64.    An  overview  of  the  land  uses  within  YBC  itself  is  presented  on  pages  64 

-  68  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

The  portion  of  Southern  Block  4  (SB-4)  within  YBC  supports  several  small 
light-industrial  uses  fronting  on  Harrison  St.,  between  Third  and 
Hawthorne  Sts.;  these  include  an  electrical  service  company  and  a  radiator 
works.    There  are  two  educational  uses  on  the  block.    One  is  the  Adult 
Yxational  Program;  the  other  is  the  College  of  Recording  Arts,  associated 
with  the  Sonic  Arts  Corporation.    The  proposed  high-school  site  includes  land 
currently  being  used  as  a  temporary  parking  lot  and  a  vacant  back  lot. 

2.  ZONING 

The  City  Planning  Code  Use  Districts  for  YBC  as  a  whole  are  shown  in  Figure  6, 
page  21  of  this  Supplement.    SB-4  is  zoned  M-1  for  light-industrial  uses.  The 
permitted  Basic  Floor  Area  Ratio  is  5:1.    The  City  Planning  Code  describes  M-1 
districts  as  suitable  for  small  industries.    Industries  with  "noxious 
characteristics"  are  excluded./!/   Secondary  and  post- secondary  educational 
institutions  are  permitted  uses./2/ 

Height  and  Bulk  Districts  for  YBC  are  shown  in  Figure  11,  page  76  of  the  YBC 
FEIR.    SB-4  is  in  a  40-X  district  which  imposes  a  building  height  limit  of 
40  feet.    Bulk  limits  do  not  apply  in  the  40-X  district. 

The  August  17,  1979  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan  Map  shows  SB-4  as  in 

the  Business  Services  and  Light  Industry  Land  Use  District.  Permitted 
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principal  uses  include  institutional  and  recreational  buildings,  offices, 
retail  stores,  personal  service  establishments,  restaurants,  theaters, 
off-street  parking  structures,  laboratories,  wholesalers,  storage,  business 
services  and  repairs  and  light  industries. 

3.    VISUAL  ASPECTS 

All  of  the  buildings  in  the  YBC  portion  of  SB-4  front  on  Harrison  St. 
Together  they  form  a  low,  continuous  earth-toned  facade.    A  narrow  alley 
divides  the  row  of  buildings  approximately  in  half,  runs  perpendicular  to 
Harrison  St.,  and  is  fenced  off  from  Harrison  St.    The  temporary  parking  lot 
fronting  on  Third  St.  is  roughly  paved  and  extends  from  Harrison  St.  to 
Perry  St.    The  view  of  SB-4  from  Perry  St.  includes  this  parking  lot  on  the 
left,  a  weed-covered  vacant  lot  in  the  center,  and  the  backs  of  two  low-rise, 
light-industrial  buildings  on  the  right.    The  vacant  lot  runs  behind  the 
Harrison  St.  buildings  and  slopes  upward  from  the  temporary  parking  lot  on 
Third  St.  to  the  east  by  about  15  to  20  ft.    Directly  south  of  the  site  is  the 
elevated  Interstate  80  freeway. 

FOOTNOTES 

/!/  City  Planning  Code,  1979,  Article  2,  Sec.  210.5. 
II]  Ibid.,  Article  2,  Sec.  217(g)  -  (i). 

B.  HOUSING  AND  BUSINESS  RELOCATION 

SB-4  contains  seven  currently  active  light-industrial  and  educational 
businesses  and  a  temporary  parking  lot.    There  are  no  residences  on  the  block. 

C.  SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  YBC  FEIR  contains  a  detailed  description  of  the  demography  and  social 
characteristics  of  the  YBC  area  on  pages  92  to  96.    There  are  no  residences  on 
SB-4. 
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Appendix  C,  page  21  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices  lists  and  describes  available 

social  services  for  the  South-of -Market  area.  There  continues  to  be  a  need  in 

YBC  for  more  ccnmercial  services,  restaurants,  grocery  stores,  parks,  improved 

medical  services,  community  outreach  programs,  and  child-care  facilities  (YBC 
FEIR,  page  96). 

D.  ECONOMICS 

Currently,  there  is  no  direct  employment  at  the  proposed  high- school  site;  the 
site  is  presently  occupied  by  about  12,300  sq.  ft.  (surface  area)  of 
unattended  self-park  parking  lots,  and  by  about  12,900  sq.  ft.  (surface  area) 
of  vacant  land.    The  remaining  parcels  on  SB-4  contain  an  estimated  34,650  sq. 
ft.  of  light-industrial  and  other  uses,  which  employ  about  70  persons/1/. 

FOOTNOTE 

/I/  Based  on  one  employee  per  500  gross  sq.  ft.  of  light-industrial  space  (YBC 
FEIR  Appendices,  Appendix  D,  page  29). 

E.  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

1.  WATER 

Water  delivery  system  details  are  illustrated  in  Appendix  E  on  page  43  of  the 

YBC  FEIR  Appendices.  SB-4  is  served  by  a  30-inch  diameter  main  under 
Harrison  St. 

2.  SEWERS 

The  Bureau  of  Sanitary  Engineering  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works 
Department  provides  a  combined  storm-  and  sanitary- sewer  service  to  the 
project  area.    The  project  area  is  served  by  3-ft.  by  5-ft.  brick  mains  under 
Third  St.  and  Harrison  St.    System  details  appear  in  Appendix  E,.  page  45  of 
the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices.    No  wastewater  is  currently  produced  on  the  site. 
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The  North  Point  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  currently  treats  stormwater  and 
sewage  flows  fron  the  area.    This  Plant  is  being  phased  out  and  will  probably 
be  replaced  when  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  is  constructed, 
and  if  the  wet-weather  portions  of  the  Wastewater  Master  Plan  are  built. 

3.  ELECTRICITY,  GAS  AND  STEAM 

The  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  furnishes  electricity,  natural  gas,  and 
sane  steam  power  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco.    Electricity  is  provided  to 
SB-4  by  the  225  MVA  (million  volt  ampere) -capacity  Mission  St.  Substation. 
The  natural  gas  distribution  system  and  steam-generating  plants  are  described 
in  the  YBC  FEIR,  page  122. 

4.  SOLID  WASTE 

The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company,  a  private  firm,  collects  all  solid  wastes 
fron  the  SB-4  area.    Disposal  operations  are  described  on  pages  122-123  of  the 
YBC  FEIR. 

5.  COMMUNICATIONS 

Telephone  service  is  provided  by  Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  Company. 

6.  POLICE 

SB-4  is  patrolled  by  officers  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Department  from  the 
Southern  Station  at  850  Bryant  St.    Response  time  to  the  site  is  approximately 
five  minutes  (YBC  FEIR,  page  124). 

7.  FIRE 

Station  Nos.  1,  8  and  13  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  serve  the  Yerba 

Buena  Center  area.    The  station  closest  to  SB-4  is  Station  No.  1  at 

416  Jessie  St.    Response  time  is  three  minutes  or  less  (YBC  FEIR,  pages  124  - 

125). 
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8.  SCHOOLS 

No  school-age  children  are  currently  living  on  SB-4.    Local  schools  are 
discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  page  125. 

9.  PARKS  AND  RECREATION 

There  are  no  parks  or  mini -parks  in  the  YBC  area.    The  parks  nearest  SB-4  are 
the  0.2-acre  Langton  and  Howard  Mini-Park,  and  the  0.9-acre  South  Park,  in  the 
center  of  South  Park  Ave.  between  Second  and  Third  Sts.  and  Brannan  and 
Bryant  Sts.  (YBC  FEIR,  page  126). 

10.  MEDICAL 

San  Francisco  General  Hospital,  at  1001  Potrero  Ave.,  is  the  nearest  public 
hospital.    City  ambulance  service  response  time  fran  the  hospital  to  the  YBC 
area  averages  four  to  six  minutes  (YBC  FEIR,  page  127). 

F.  TRANSPORTATION 

1.  STREET  SYSTEM 

The  proposed  site  of  the  high  school  on  SB-4  would  be  on  the  southeastern 
corner  of  the  intersection  of  Third  and  Harrison  Sts.    Third  St.  and 
Fourth  St.  form  a  principal  north-south  one-way  pair,  with  the  northbound 
traffic  on  Third  St.    The  James  Lick  Freeway  (Interstate  80),  adjacent  to  the 
site,  is  accessible  northbound  from  Fifth  St.  and  southbound  fron  Fourth  St. 
For  a  more-detailed  discussion  of  the  entire  street  system  in  and  around  the 
YBC  area,  see  Section  Y.F.,  pages  130  -  136  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 

2.  TRAFFIC  CHARACTERISTICS 
Pedestrians 

Pedestrian  volumes  on  Third  St.  near  the  site  are  moderate  (see  Table  13, 
page  137  of  the  YBC  FEIR  for  definition)  throughout  the  day,  except  for  surges 
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associated  with  Southern  Pacific  ccmmute  movements.    Harrison  St.  pedestrian 
volumes  are  generally  light  (see  YBC  FEIR,  pages  137  -  138  for  further  details 
on  pedestrian  activity  in  the  YBC  area). 

Transit 

The  site  is  within  four  blocks  walking  distance  frcm  the  Transbay  Terminal 
(A.C.  Transit),  frcm  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad  terminal,  and  fran 
Market  St.  (Muni  and  BART  lines).    Muni  bus  lines,  which  directly  serve  the 
site  on  Third  or  Harrison  Sts.,  are  the  15-Third,  30-Stockton,  22-Fillmore, 
33-Ashbury,  and  19-Polk.    Other  forms  of  transit,  such  as  SamTrans  buses. 
Golden  Gate  Transit  buses,  and  jitneys  are  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR, 
pages  138  -  139. 

Mixed  Vehicles 

Third  St.  carries  the  highest  daily  vehicular  volimes  in  the  YBC  area. 
Hcwever,  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  of  4:30  to  5:30  p.m.,  its  intersections 
with  Folsom  and  Bryant  Sts.,  north  and  south  of  the  site,  respectively,  are 
not  congested;  the  vehicular  volunes  at  both  intersections  during  the  peak 
15-minute  period  are  less  than  60%  of  the  service  volunes  corresponding  to 
Level  of  Service  D  (see  Appendix  B,  Table  B-1,  on  page  137  of  this  Supplement, 
and  Table  19,  page  149  and  Table  21,  page  153  of  the  YBC  FEIR). 

G.    CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

The  San  Francisco  climate  is  described  in  detail  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  158  to 
160.    Appendix  C,  page  138  of  this  Supplement,  contains  an  air  pollutant 
sunmary  for  San  Francisco,  based  on  measurements  made  by  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD).    The  City  as  a  whole  experiences 
occasional  excesses  of  the  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  and  total  suspended 
particulate  (TSP)  standards.    All  other  pollutant  concentrations  measured 

(O3,  NO2,  and  SO2)  are  within  State  standards.    Downtown  San  Francisco, 
as  well  as  other  urban  centers  in  the  Bay  Area,  has  experienced  high,  but 

steadily  decreasing,  lead  concentrations  over  the  past  few  years.  Yearly 
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means  of  the  24-hour  airborne  lead  concentrations  monitored  at  the 

939  Ellis  St.  BAAQMD  monitoring  station  in  San  Francisco  were 

0.00205  milligrams  per  cubic  meter  (mg/m^)  in  1976,  0.00133  mg/m3  in  1977, 

0.00105  mg/m3  in  1978,  and  0.00075  mg/m3  in  1979. /I/    The  State  24-hour 

lead  standard  is  0.0015  mg/m^. 

Over  90%  of  street-level  carbon  monoxide  is  emitted  by  vehicular  sources.  CO 
concentrations,  therefore,  can  vary  greatly  from  place  to  place  within  the 
City.    S8-4  is  affected  by  CO  from  Harrison  St.,  Third  St.,  and  the  elevated 
James  Lick  Freeway  (Interstate  80)  above  the  site.    Table  18  shows  estimations 
of  present  roadside  CO  levels  along  these  roadwa^ys  (at  road  level). 


TABLE  18:    ESTIMATED  1980  WORST-CASE  (POOR  DISPERSION)  ROADSIDE  CO 
CONCENTRATIONS  AT  SB-4 


CO  Concentration  *  in  ppm  ** 


Street  Evening  Peak  Hour  Highest  8-Hour  Average 

Harrison  St.  18.0  9.6*** 

Third  St.  21.4  11.4*** 

Interstate  80  42.4***  18.8*** 


*  Roadway -generated  concentrations  were  added  to  "background"  concentrations. 
Background  concentrations  were  assimed  to  be  14.4  ppm  for  one  hour  and  8.3  ppm 
for  eight  hours. 
**  ppm:    parts  per  million. 

***  Exceeds  the  applicable  standards  of  35  ppm  for  one  hour  and  9  ppm  for 
eight  hours. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  BAAPCD,  1975,  and 
Cal Trans  traffic  data  for  Interstate  80. 
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FOOTNOTE 

/I/  1976  and  1977  data  from  BAAQMD,  1979,  Information  Bulletin  4-4-79;  1978 
and  1979  data  from  California  Air  Resources  Board  1978,  (1979),  California  Air 
Quality  Data:    Summary  of  1978  (1979)  Gaseous  and  Particulate  Pollutants. 


H.  NOISE 


The  Transportation  Noise  Element  (Department  of  Public  Works,  1974)  has  mapped 
SB-4  as  part  of  a  large  downtown  noise  zone  that  experiences  a  "background" 
noise  level  (expressed  as  the  24-hour  average  noise  level,  Ldn/1/)  of 
approximately  65  dBA/2/.    This  area  characterization  may  be  an  underestimation 
of  the  24-hour  averaged  noise  level  at  the  specific  SB-4  location  because  of 
proximity  to  the  freeviay.    The  Noise  Element  also  shows  SB-4  adjacent  to  a 
"thoroughfare"  noise  level  (Ldn)  of  80  dBA,  produced  by  highway  traffic  on  the 
elevated  James  Lick  Freeway  (Interstate  80).    This  noise  level  would  be  that 
experienced  at  roadside  above  the  site.    Some  attenuation  of  this  80  dBA  level 
would  occur  at  ground  level  at  the  SB-4  site. 

In  preparation  of  the  YBC  FEIR,  24-hour  noise  measurements  were  made  at  SB-4 
on  Harrison  St.  between  Hawthorne  and  Third  Sts.  on  July  26-27,  1977.  The 
measured  noise  levels  are  presented  in  Appendix  H,  Table  H-8,  page  139  of  the 
YBC  FEIR  Appendices.    These  data  yield  an  on-site  evening  peak-hour  (4:30  p.m. 
-  5:30  p.m.)  average  noise  level  (Leq)/3/  of  about  71  dBA,  a  daytime 
(7:00  a.m.  -  10:00  p.m.)  average  noise  level  (Leq)  of  70  dBA,  and  a  24-hour 
average  noise  level  (Ldn)  of  72  dBA.    Cal Trans  highwa^y  traffic  data  for 
Interstate  80  show  that  traffic  on  Interstate  80  near  SB-4  has  increased  2% 
since  1977.    This  increase  would  result  in  no  perceptible  change  in  noise 
levels  over  those  measured  in  1977. 

The  City  has  established  land-use  compatibility  criteria  for  conmunity  noise 
(Department  of  City  Planning,  1974).  These  criteria  are  given  in  Figure  H-1 
of  Appendix  H,  page  145  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices. 
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FOOTNOTES 

/!/  Ldn:    an  averaged  sound  level  measurement  based  on  himan  reaction  to 
cunulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period.    To  account  for  the  greater 
annoyance  at  night,  10  dBA  are  added  to  measured  noise  levels  between 
10:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m. 

in  dBA:  decibels  measured  on  the  A-weighted  scale,  which  is  sensitive  to  the 
frequency  response  of  the  typical  hunan  ear. 

/3/  Leq:   The  equivalent  steady-state  sound  level,  which  in  a  stated  period  of 
time  would  contain  the  same  acoustic  energy  as  the  time- varying  sound  level 
during  the  same  time  period. 


I.    RESOURCE  USE 


1.  ENERGY 


Electricity  and  natural  gas  service  is  provided  in  the  project  area  by  Pacific 
Gas  and  Electric  Conpany  (PGAE).    New  demands  for  electricity  statewide  will 
be  met  primarily  with  nonrenewable  energy  resources,  including  natural  gas, 
coal  and  nuclear  fuels.    Additional  information  mc^y  be  found  in  Section  V.I., 
YBC  FEIR,  pages  186  -  188. 

2.  WATER 

The  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  under  the  control  of  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission,  provides  water  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco  from 
the  Hetch  Hetchy  reservoir  system.    Discussion  of  the  Hetch  Hetchy  system 
delivery  capacity  and  storage  capacity  is  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  188  -  189. 

SB-4  currently  has  two-story  buildings  devoted  to  light-industrial  uses. 
These  buildings  currently  require  approximately  381,000  gallons  of  water  per 
year./!/   No  water  is  currently  used  on  the  proposed  high-school  site. 


FOOTNOTES 

IM  Calculation  based  on  Table  28:    Current  Water  Consumption  by  Land  Use, 
YBC  FEIR,  page  189,  and  on  Appendix  A,  Table  A-1,  page  1  of  the  YBC  FEIR 
Appendices. 
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J.    GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMOLOGY 

There  are  no  active  earthquake  faults  in  San  Francisco.    The  major  faults 
which  could  affect  the  site  are  the  San  Andreas  and  the  Hayward  faults. 
Potential  earthquake  hazards  to  structures  on  SB-4  include:    groundshaking  and 
ordinary  subsidence  (settling  of  compressible  earth). 

Franciscan  Bedrock  is  near  the  surface  in  SB-4.    Twenty  to  fifty  feet  of 
unconsolidated  sediments  cover  the  bedrock  (YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  page  149). 
Franciscan  Bedrock  is  normally  a  very  stable  foundation,  but  its  bearing 
strength  in  SB-4  may  have  been  weakened  by  the  shearing  forces  of  past 
earthquakes.    A  major  shear  zone  has  been  mapped  near  the  site,  and  may  go 
through  it  (YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  page  151).    There  is  no  landfill  on  the  site, 
and  the  undifferentiated  deposits  overlying  the  bedrock  mostly  have  fair  to 
good  stability.    SB-4  is  mapped  as  an  area  with  a  ccmparatively  low  potential 
seismic  hazard  (classified  as  Type  3,  see  YBC  FEIR,  page  203).    This  mapping 
is  based  on  soil  characteristics  alone,  however;  the  possible  presence  of 
sheared  Franciscan  bedrxk  could  reduce  ground  stability. 

The  YBC  FEIR  contains  maps  of  surface  soil  composition  and  of  areas  of 
potential  seismic  hazard  for  the  YBC  area  on  pages  195  and  203. 

K.  HYDROLOGY 

There  are  currently  no  water  courses,  springs  or  ponds  on  SB-4.    The  area  is 
low-lying  (about  25  ft.  above  sea  level),  and  receives  surface  runoff  from 
areas  to  the  north  and  east.    The  existing  sewer  and  storm  drain  system  is 
discussed  in  detail  in  the  YBC  FEIR  on  page  207.    The  groundwater  table  is 
approximately  10  ft.  below  the  surface  (YBC  FEIR,  page  208). 

L.  ECOLOGY 

The  site  for  the  proposed  school  on  SB-4  consists  of  a  temporary  parking  lot 

and  a  vacant  lot.    The  vacant  area  supports  plant  species  of  weedy  herbs, 
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shrubs,  and  grasses.    Wildlife  under  these  conditions  consists  primarily  of 
insects  and  urban-area  birds.    No  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal  species 
has  been  noted  in  the  YBC  area. 

M.    ARCHAEOLOGICAL  AND  HISTORICAL  ASPECTS 

•  1.    ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

The  South-of -Market  area  has  been  a  site  of  human  activity  from  prehistoric 
times  to  the  present.    The  history  of  the  area,  and  the  possible  remains  of 
each  period  of  activity,  are  discussed  on  pages  212  to  214  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 
The  known  site  of  archaeological  remains  nearest  to  SB-4  is  a  shell  mound  seme 
10  ft.  deep,  discovered  in  1926  on  the  south  side  of  Harrison  St.  and  west  of 
Third  St.    This  site  is  just  across  Third  St.  fran  SB-4  (outside  the 
redevelopment  area).    The  shell  mound  has  been  recorded  as  4-SF-2.    It  is 
unlikely  that  any  vestige  of  the  recorded  shell  mound  (4-SF-2)  has  survived 
past  constrxtion  activity  in  the  area. /I/   Two  foundations  of  buildings 
existing  in  the  1880's  have  been  discovered  on  SB-4./2/ 

2.    HISTORIC  BUILDINGS 

Southern  Block  4  contains  no  buildings  listed  as  being  of  historical  or 
architectural  interest. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  J.L.  Thcmas,  Archaeological  Consulting  and  Research  Services,  Inc., 
July  28,  1977,  letter  report  to  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  for 
the  YBC  FEIR.    See  YBC  FEIR,  page  212. 

%  111  Roger  R.  Olmsted  et.  al.,  August  1979,  The  Yerba  Buena  Center  Report  on 
Historical  Cultural  Resources,  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency . 
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B-YI.    ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  (Southern  Block  4) 


A.    LAND  USE,  ZONING  AND  VISUAL  ASPECTS 

1.  LAND  USE 

The  high  school  would  be  an  educational  land  use,  rather  than  a 
light-industrial  use  as  was  proposed  in  YBC  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  D.  The 
principal  change  in  land  use  from  the  existing  condition  would  be  the 
conversion  of  rubble- strewn,  weedy  or  paved  lots  to  an  area  of  active  use. 
The  proposed  private  high  school  would  be  compatible  with  other  educational 
uses  already  on  the  block,  the  Adult  Vocational  Program  and  the  College  of 
Recording  Arts,  and  would  not  conflict  with  the  existing  light-industrial 
businesses. 

2.  ZONING 

A  private  high  school  would  be  a  permitted  use  under  the  Redevelopment  Plan 
and  the  City's  M-1  Planning  Code  Use  District  for  SB-4. 

The  recommendations  of  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  on  YBC  explicitly  support 
the  creation  of  a  high  school  in  the  YBC  area.    Point  No.  16  recommends: 

That  institutional  and  community  uses  be  considered  for  the 
remainder  of  the  sites;  and  that  a  site  be  reserved  for  a 
downtown  high  school  as  close  as  possible  to  the 
South-of -Market  campus  of  San  Francisco  Canmunity  College 
(YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  page  19). /I/ 

The  private  high  school  site  on  SB-4  would  not  be  near  the  San  Francisco 
Canmunity  College  campus  at  Fourth  and  Mission  Sts.,  but  it  would  otherwise  be 
consistent  with  the  reccmmendation.    The  proposed  school  would  also  be 
consistent  with  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  policy  to  encourage  community  uses 
in  the  YBC  area. 
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3.  VISUAL 

No  specific  plans  for  a  private  high  school  have  been  prepared.    The  school 
would  be  low-rise,  not  exceeding  40  ft.    This  would  be  architecturally 
consistent  with  other  low-rise  buildings  on  the  block.    The  fenced-in  alley  on 
Hawthorne  St.  would  probably  be  opened  for  access.    The  weeds  in  the  vacant 
lot  and  the  temporary  parking  lot  use  would  be  removed. 

B.  HOUSING  AND  BUSINESS  RELOCATION 

All  seven  of  the  existing  light-industrial  businesses  adjacent  to  the  school 
site  on  SB-4  would  remain  after  construction  of  the  proposed  school.  The 
school  would  replace  the  temporary  parking  lot  and  some  vacant  land. 
Table  32,  page  241  of  the  YBC  FEIR  contains  a  business  relocation  schedule  for 
the  rest  of  the  YBC  area. 

C.  SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  proposed  school  for  SB-4  would  have  little  impact  on  local  South-of -Market 
support  services.    The  300  students  would  be  in  the  area  during  the  day; 
because  on-campus  lunch  facilities  would  be  provided  at  the  school,  it  is 
expected  that  the  activities  of  most  of  the  students  would  generally  be 
confined  to  the  school  campus  during  the  day.    Student  activities  would 
replace  the  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  blue-collar  workers  who  would  be 
employed  on  the  site  under  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  D. 

D.  ECONOMICS 

The  proposed  high  school  would  employ  an  estimated  40  to  42  persons, 

consisting  of  about  22  full-time  teachers,  4  administrative,  12  staff  support 

persons,  2  custodians;  were  full  cafeteria  service  to  be  provided,  up  to 

2  additional  full-time  cafeteria  workers  would  be  employed./!/  Total 

employment  created  by  the  project  represents  a  net  increase  of  40  to  42  jobs 
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at  the  site.    This  would  be  about  77%  fewer  jobs  than  would  be  created  by  the 
light-industrial  uses  in  Alternative  A,  and  about  86%  fewer  than  in 
Alternatives  B,  C  and  D.    About  90%  of  the  employees  at  the  high  school  would 
be  white-collar  workers,  primarily  teachers,  rather  than  the  blue-collar 
workers  who  would  be  employed  in  the  light-industrial  uses  proposed  in  the  YBC 
alternatives. 

The  proposed  private  high  school  would  be  exempt  from  property  taxes/2/,  and 
payroll  and  business  taxes. /3/   The  industrial  and  parking  uses  proposed  for 
Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  D  would  all  generate  more  property,  business  and 
payroll  tax  revenues  to  the  City  and  County  than  would  the  high-school  project. 

Some  students  currently  attending  San  Francisco  high  schools  might  transfer  to 
the  proposed  private  school,  resulting  in  a  loss  of  ADA-based  (Average  Daily 
Attendance)  funds  to  the  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District  (SFUSD).  Using 
a  worst-case  assunption  in  which  all  300  students  would  transfer  to  the 
proposed  high  school  from  SFUSD  schools,  the  SFUSD' s  1980-81  general  fund 
budget  would  be  decreased  by  approximately  $597,600.    Costs  to  SFUSD  would  not 
decrease  in  proportion  to  the  number  of  students  leaving  the  District,  because 
of  fixed  and  state-mandated  expenditures;  therefore,  expenditure  levels  for 
remaining  students  would  decrease/4/. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Employment  generated  from  the  proposed  high  school  was  based  on  the 
employment  factors  and  student-per-teacher  ratios  of  Bridgemont  High  School. 
Information  was  provided  by  Dr.  W.  Hautt,  President,  and  M.  Cunningham, 
Assistant  to  the  President;  Bridgemont  High  School,  telephone  communications, 
April  3  and  6,  1981. 

Ill  Sections  4(b)  and  5  of  Article  XIII  of  the  Constitution  of  the  State  of 
California  and  Sections  214,  254.5,  and  259.5  of  the  Revenue  and  Taxation  Code. 

/3/  San  Francisco  Payroll  Expense  Tax  Ordinance  No.  275-70  and  San  Francisco 
Business  Tax  Ordinance  No.  245-68. 

/4/  P.  Tom,  Budget  Director,  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  telephone 
c cram uni cation,  November  18,  1980.  ' 

/5/  The  decrease  in  the  1980-81  budget  was  based  on  the  current  1980-81 
revenue  limit  of  $1992  per  unit  of  ADA  (Average  Daily  Attendance)  and  assunes 
that  each  student  represents  a  unit  of  ADA. 
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E.    COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

1.  WATER 

The  30-1nch-diameter  steel  water  main  under  Harrison  St.  would  be  sufficient 
to  serve  the  proposed  school  (YBC  FEIR,  page  292). 

2.  SEWERS  AND  SEWERAGE 

The  proposed  school  would  produce  approximately  1,100  gallons  of  wastewater 
per  day  on  the  average/1/.    This  would  be  about  one-seventh  the  wastewater 
produced  by  the  light-industrial  uses  proposed  under  Alternative  A,  the 
alternative  with  the  lowest  generation  from  the  site./2/   No  City  sewer  mains 
would  have  to  be  constructed  or  relocated  to  serve  the  proposed  high  school  or 
any  of  the  four  YBC  alternatives  (YBC  FEIR,  page  292). 

3.  ELECTRICITY 

PG^  can  meet  the  demand  for  ffectricity  from  full  development  of  YBC  (YBC 
FEIR,  page  297).    The  YBC  FEIR  discusses  PGiE's  scheduled  system  alterations 
on  pages  296  -  297.    These  alterations  would  be  made  whether  or  not  the  school 
were  built.    The  PG4E  distribution  system  would  be  able  to  supply  the  proposed 
high  school  without  modification./3/ 

4.  SOLID  WASTE 

Solid  wastes  generated  by  the  proposed  school  would  amount  to  approximately 
600  pounds  per  day./4/   This  is  approximately  one-quarter  the  amount  produced 
by  any  of  the  four  alternatives  evaluated  in  the  YBC  FEIR  for  the  same 
site./5/   The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  would  be  able  to  accommodate  this 
demand.    Further  discussion  of  solid-waste  disposal  for  the  YBC  area  is  on 
pages  297  -  298  of  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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5.  COMMUNICATIONS 

Pacific  Telephone  and  Telegraph  has  stated  that  it  would  be  able  to  provide 
service  at  any  of  the  levels  required  by  the  YBC  alternatives  (YBC  FEIR, 
page  301).    The  proposed  school  would  not  be  expected  to  require  more  service 
than  would  the  uses  proposed  for  the  site  in  Alternative  D,  the  greatest 
build-out. 

6.  POLICE 

The  addition  of  the  proposed  school  to  SB-4  would  be  expected  to  increase  the 
current  nunber  of  police  calls  to  the  area.    SB-4  is  new  patrolled  by  a 
two-person  patrol  car  24  hours  a  day.    It  has  a  slightly  higher  crime  rate 
than  that  of  neighboring  blocks,  the  most  frequent  crimes  being  theft  and 
burglary,  but  the  crime  rate  is  lower  than  the  average  crime  rate  of  the  YBC 
area  as  a  v^ole.    Although  the  exact  effect  of  the  school  on  criminal  activity 
at  or  near  the  site  cannot  be  determined,  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  Police 
states  that  no  additional  police  personnel  or  equipment  would  be  required  to 
patrol  the  area./6/ 

7.  FIRE 

The  fire  protection  requirements  of  each  of  the  four  alternatives  evaluated  in 
the  YBC  FEIR  could  be  met  by  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  without  any 
increase  in  personnel  or  equipment.    The  level  of  service  now  offered  is 
consistent  with  full  urban  development  (YBC  FEIR,  page  304).    The  proposed 
school  would  conform  to  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  and  its  design  would 
include  sprinkler  and  alarm  systems.    No  new  equipment  or  staffing  would  be 
required  by  the  Fire  Department  to  serve  the  school. 

8.  SCHOOLS 

No  elementary  or  high  schools  currently  exist  in  YBC  and  none  was  planned 

under  any  of  the  four  Alternatives  considered  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  proposed 

private  high  school  would  provide  a  service  not  previously  available  in  the 

YBC  area.    Were  the  private  high  school  to  be  an  existing  service  relocated 
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from  elsewhere  in  the  City  such  as  the  proposed  Bndgemont  High  School,  there 
would  be  no  impact  on  total  student  population  in  the  San  Francisco  Unified 
School  District.    Were  the  high  school  to  be  a  new  service,  then  it  could 
result  in  a  reduction  of  up  to  300  students  currently  enrolled  in  the  District 
(see  Section  B-IY,  page  105  of  this  Supplement). 

9.  PARKS  AND  RECREATION 

No  park  is  planned  for  SB-4.    Park  formation  under  each  of  the  YBC 
alternatives  is  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  309  -  311. 

10.  MEDICAL  SERVICES 

The  proposed  high  school  would  provide  First-Aid  services  for  its  students. 
Emergencies  would  be  handled  by  San  Francisco  General  Hospital  (Mission 
Emergency),  at  1001  Potrero  Ave.    No  expansion  of  facilities  would  be  required. 

FOOTNOTES 

/I/  P.  O'Kane,  Accountant,  San  Francisco  Unified  School  District,  telephone 
communication,  October  17,  1980. 

/2/  Calculation  based  on  YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  Appendix  A,  Table  A-1,  page  7, 
and  on  Appendix  E,  Table  E-2,  page  49.    A  worst-case  estimate  of  100%  of  water 
consumption  discharged  into  sewers  has  been  assumed. 

73/  R.H.  Fohlen,  Pcwer  Engineer,  PG4E,  telephone  canmunicati on,  April  13,  1981. 

74/  Solid-waste  generation  factor  from  State  Solid  Waste  Management  Board, 
19  July  1974,  second  bulletin  in  series  entitled,  "Solid  Waste  Generation 
Factors  in  California." 

757  Calculation  based  on  YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  Appendix  A,  Table  A-1,  page  7, 
and  on  Appendix  E,  Table  E-3,  page  isi. 

767  J. P.  Shannon,  Deputy  Chief  of  Police,  Administration,  letter  dated 
October  22,  1980. 
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F.  TRANSPORTATION 

In  this  section,  travel  and  parking  demands  of  the  proposed  300- student 
private  high  school  are  compared  with  those  generated  by  the  light-industrial 
uses  proposed  for  the  site  in  YBC  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  D.    The  methods 
outlined  in  pages  56  -  61  and  pages  84  -  88  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices  were 
generally  used  to  make  these  estimates.    Because  a  high  school  use  was  not 
evaluated  quantitatively  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  trip  generation,  modal  split,  and 
parking  demand  estimates  for  the  high  school  were  derived  from  Cal Trans 
studies. /I/ 

Light-industrial  use  of  the  site  was  proposed  in  all  four  YBC  alternatives,  as 
shown  in  detail  in  Table  A-1  on  page  7  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices.    The  high 
school's  peak  travel  hour  would  be  3:00  -  4:00  p.m.;  the  peak  travel  hour  for 
light-industrial  use  would  be  expected  to  conform  more  closely  to  the  peak 
traffic  hour  of  4:30  -  5:30  p.m.  in  the  YBC  area  as  a  whole. 

TRAVEL  DEMAND  ANALYSIS 

Total  Travel 

Table  19  shows  person-trips  which  would  be  generated  by  the  high  school, 
canpared  to  those  which  would  be  generated  by  each  of  the  alternatives. 
(Trips  made  entirely  within  the  YBC  area,  such  as  lunchtime  pedestrian  trips, 
are  excluded  frcm  Table  19.)    The  site  would  be  expected  to  generate  fewer 
total  trips  with  the  high  school  than  with  YBC  Alternatives  B,  C  or  D,  and 
fewer  peak-hour  trips  than  with  any  of  the  uses  proposed  for  the  site  in  the 
four  YBC  alternatives.    Lunchtime  pedestrian  trips  by  some  of  the  300  high 
school  students  would  increase  pedestrian  crossings  at  the  intersection  of 
Third  and  Harrison  Sts. 

Vehicular  Travel 

Similarly,  as  shown  in  Table  20,  the  high  school  would  generate  fewer 

vehicular  trips  than  would  YBC  Alternatives  B,  C  or  D,  and  fewer  peak-hour 

trips  than  would  any  of  the  uses  proposed  for  the  site  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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TABLE  19:  TRAVEL  PROJECTIONS  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  HIGH  SCHOOL  SITE  ON  SB-4  FOR 
1988  -  PERSON  TRIP  ENDS 


Time 

Weekday  (24  Hr.) 

Weekday  Peak  Hour 
(4:30  -  5:30  p.m.) 


High  School 
760 
30* 


ALTERNATIVES 
B  C 


700  1,015  1,090  1.090 
80         120        130  130 


*  The  existing  peak  traffic  hour  of  YBC-area  streets  is  4:30  to  5:30  p.m.;  the 
high  school's  peak  p.m.  hour  for  person  trips  would  be  3:00  to  4:00  p.m. 


SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology. 


TABLE  20:  TRAVEL  PROJECTIONS  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  HIGH  SCHOOL  SITE  ON  SB-4  FOR 
1988  -  VEHICLE  TRIP  ENDS 


ALTERNATIVES 


Time 

High  School 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Weekday  (24  Hr. ) 

390 

360 

520 

560 

560 

Weekday  Peak  Hour 

15* 

50 

75 

80 

80 

(4:30  -  5:30  p.m.) 


*  The  high  school's  peak  p.m.  hour  for  vehicle  trips  would  be  from  3:00  to 
4:00  p.m.,  during  v^ich  about  25%  of  the  average  daily  traffic,  or  about 
100  trips,  would  occur. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology. 


Transit  Travel 

About  40%  of  the  transit  use  due  to  the  proposed  high  school  would  be  on 
Muni.    As  shown  in  Table  21,  the  niinber  of  Muni  trips  generated  by  the  high 
school  would  be  less  than  the  number  of  estimated  trips  generated  by  the  site 
under  any  of  the  four  YBC  alternatives. 
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TABLE  21:  MUNI  TRAVEL  PROJECTIONS  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  HIGH  SCHOOL  SITE  ON  SB-4 
FOR  1988  -  PERSON  TRIP  ENDS 


ALTERNATIVES 


Time  

High  School 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Weekday  (24  Hr.) 

90 

100 

140 

150 

150 

Weekday  Peak  Hour 

3* 

8 

10 

10 

10 

(4:30  -  5:30  p.m.) 


*  The  high  school's  peak  p.m.  hour  would  be  3:00  -  4:00  p.m.,  during  which 
about  50  person  trips  would  be  made  on  the  Muni. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology. 


Parking 


High  schools  studied  by  CalTrans/1/  provided  an  average  of  0,21  parking  spaces 
per  student.    Twenty  spaces  are  proposed  for  the  high  school  on  SB-4,  an 
average  of  0.07  per  student.    This  is  not  unreasonable  for  an  urban  high 
school  served  by  an  extensively  used  transit  system. /2/ 


Based  on  the  CalTrans  ratio.  Table  22  shows  that  the  parking  demand  of  the 
high  school  would  be  less  than  the  demand  fran  the  site  under  YBC 
Alternatives  B,  C,  or  D,  but  10  spaces  more  than  demand  under  Alternative  A. 
Students  would  be  expected  to  park  south  of  the  Interstate  80  freeway  or 
elsewhere  in  the  vicinity. 


FOOTNOTES 

/I/  CalTrans,  1975,  10th  Progress  Report  on  Trip  Ends  Generation  Research 
Counts,  District  4.    The  total  nimber  of  person  trip  ends  generated  Dy  tne 
suburban  school  used  in  the  CalTrans  study  would  be  similar  to  the  total 
nunber  of  person  trip  ends  generated  by  an  urban  school;  for  purposes  of 
analysis,  it  was  assumed  that  the  suburban  auto/school-bus  modal  split  would 
be  similar  to  the  auto/transit  modal  split  for  an  urban  school. 

HI  The  site  is  served  by  the  15-Third,  30-Stockton,  22-Finmore,  33-Ashbury, 
and  19-Polk  Muni  bus  lines. 
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TABLE  22:    PARKING  DEMAND  PROJECTIONS  FOR  1988  -  SPACES 


ALTERNATIVES** 

High  School  A  B  C  D 


60*  50         75         80  80 


*  Based  on  parking  provided  at  high  schools  studied  by  CalTrans  (1975). 
**  These  levels  of  demand  could  be  met  by  provision  of  one  space  per 
1,500  sq.  ft.  of  floor  space,  as  required  by  the  City  Planning  Code  for 
light-industrial  use  under  M-1  zoning.    About  80  spaces  of  private  parking 
vi«re  proposed  for  the  site  and  an  adjacent  parcel  as  part  of  Alternative  A; 
the  proportion  to  be  built  on  the  site  was  not  specified. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  using  YBC  FEIR  methodology. 


G.    CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 

1.  CONSTRUCTION  EFFECTS 

Earthmoving,  constrxtion  activities,  and  particularly  excavation  for  new 
foundations  would  affect  local  air  quality  by  creating  large  amounts  of 
suspended  particulates  (dust).    Impacts  from  high-school  construction  would  be 
similar  to  those  fran  the  light-industrial  construction  evaluated  for  the  site 
in  the  YBC  FEIR,  as  discussed  on  pages  357c  -  359. 

2.  LONG-TERM  OPERATION  EFFECTS 

Long-term  air  quality  impacts  would  be  controlled  largely  by  vehicular 
emissions.    Table  23  shows  worst-case  (poor  dispersion)  carbon  monoxide  (CO) 
impacts  at  the  school  site  on  SB-4.    Seven  cases  were  considered:  the 
existing  case  (1980);  the  1988  base  case  (no  development  on  the  proposed 
school  site);  the  four  YBC  alternatives  in  1988,  A  through  D,  which  all 
proposed  varying  levels  of  light-industrial  uses  for  the  SB-4  site;  and  the 
proposed  high  school  in  1988.    The  1988  base  case  CO  concentrations  would  be 
lower  than  existing  concentrations  due  to  the  projected  effects  (BAAQMD,  1979, 
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TABLE  23:    ESTIMATED  AND  PROJECTED  WORST-CASE*  CO  CONCENTRATIONS  AT  PROPOSED 
SCHOOL  SITE  ON  SB-4 

 CO  Concentration**  in  ppm***  

Year          Case                    Evening  Peak  Hour'  Highest  8-Hour  Average 

T55(J         txilting                      '35.5****  Ib.b**** 

1988          Base  Case                       21.2  9.2**** 

w/o  Development 
1988  YBC  Alternatives: 

A                      21.3  9.2**** 

B                      21.4  9.2**** 

C                      21.4  9.2**** 

D                       21.4  9.2**** 

1988           High  School                     21.3  9.2**** 

*  85  ft.  was  assimed  to  be  the  diagonal  distance  from  the  elevated  freeway  to 
the  ground  floor  of  the  proposed  school.    The  model  treats  the  85  ft.  as  a 
ground-level  distance.    CO  drifting  down  fran  the  elevated  freeway  would 
undergo  more  mixing  and  dispersion  than  the  model  allows  for.  Therefore, 
these  nunbers  must  be  interpreted  as  extreme  worst-case  CO  concentrations. 
**  Roadway-generated  concentrations  from  Third  St.,  Harrison  St.,  and 
Interstate  80  were  added  to  "background"  concentrations.  Background 
concentrations  were  assumed  to  be  14.4  ppm  for  1  hour  and  8.3  ppm  for  8  hours 
in  1980,  and  8.4  ppm  for  1  hour  and  5.0  for  8  hours  in  1988. 
***  ppm:    parts  per  million. 

****  Exceeds  the  applicable  standards:    35  ppm  for  1  hour  and  9  ppm  for 
8  hours. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  using  BAAPCD,  1975,  and 
CalTrans  traffic  data  for  Interstate  80 


EMFAC-5  Vehicular  Emission  Factors)  of  government-mandated  vehicular  emissions 
controls. 

Neither  the  proposed  school  nor  any  of  the  four  YBC  FEIR  proposals  for  the 
site  would  increase  CO  concentrations  more  than  0.9%  over  the  1988  base  case 
local  CO  concentrations.    CO  levels  at  SB-4  are  dominated  by  traffic  on 
Third  St.  and  by  traffic  on  Interstate  80.    None  of  the  alternatives  proposed 
would  contribute  enough  traffic  to  either  of  these  sources  to  greatly  alter 
local  CO  production  or  concentrations. 

CO  levels  affecting  the  proposed  school  would  be  high.    The  peak  one-hour 

concentration  would  be  approximately  60^  of  the  one-hour  state  standard. 
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Eight-hour  CO  levels  would  usually  be  very  close  to  the  eight-hour  standard 
and  would  occasionally  exceed  it  (see  Table  23). 

Exterior  CO  levels  would  be  great  enough  to  interfere  with  outdoor  activity, 
causing  headaches  and  dizziness,  during  peak  traffic  hours  and  during  periods 
of  poor  pollutant  dispersion  (such  as  thermal  inversions).    Possible  health 
effects  are  listed  opposite  ranges  of  CO  concentrations  in  Table  24, 
siiimarized  fran  Table  G-11,  Appendix  G,  page  129  of  the  YBC  FEIR  Appendices. 
Although  airborne  lead  concentrations  in  downtown  San  Francisco  have  been 
steadily  decreasing  over  the  last  few  years,  spot  concentrations  near  freeways 
in  San  Francisco  could  exceed  the  0.0015  mg/m3  State  standard  during 
episodes  of  poor  air  quality.    Three  measurements  made  on  a  lot  adjacent  to 
the  James  Lick  Freeway  in  July  1980  for  the  2222  Twenty-Third  Street  POEIR, 
indicated  that  lead  concentrations  there  were  greater  than  or  equal  to  0.0012 
mg/m3./l/ 


TABLE  24:    HEALTH  EFFECTS  OF  CARBON  MONOIXDE  (CO) 


CO  Concentrations   Health  Effects  

15-50  ppm  some  headaches,  plus  loss  of  judgment 

and  vision 

100  ppm  increased  incidence  of  headaches 

300+  ppm  collapse  and  death 

SOURCE:    Stanford  Research  Institute,  1974,  Present  and  Prospective  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 


Indoor  pollutant  levels  could  be  controlled  through  the  inclusion  of  building 
design  features  such  as  sealed  windows,  recirculation  type  ventilation 
systems,  and  orientation  of  all  air  intakes  away  from  pollutant  emission 
sources,  such  as  the  elevated  freeway  and  proposed  parking  lot. 
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FOOTNOTE 

/I/  The  measurements  were  made  by  Bendix  Environmental  Research,  Inc.,  for  the 
2222  Twenty-Third  Street  PDEIR,  EE  80.110,  available  for  public  review  at  the 
urtice  ot  Environmental  Review,  Department  of  City  Planning. 


H.  NOISE 

I.  CONSTRUCTION  NOISE 

Construction  noise  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  noted  for  the 
light-industrial  construction  proposed  for  the  site  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    For  an 
overview  of  construction  noise  impacts,  refer  to  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  394  - 
395.    Average  noise  levels  associated  with  construction  activities  are  in 
Table  13,  page  70  of  this  Supplement. 

2.    LONG-TERM  NOISE  IMPACTS  AND  LAND  USE  COMPATIBILITY 

Noise  at  SB-4  is  dominated  by  highway  traffic  on  the  James  Lick  Freeway, 
Interstate  80.    Interstate  80  is  elevated,  and  runs  along  the  southern 
property  line  of  the  proposed  school  site  at  a  height  of  almost  50  ft. 
Traffic  on  local  streets  makes  a  small  contribution,  but  is,  for  the  most 
part,  "drowned  out"  by  the  freeway  noise. /I/ 

Estimated  noise  levels  at  the  proposed  school  site  are  shown  in  Table  25.  The 
height  limit  at  SB-4  is  40  ft.,  which  would  allow  for  a  three-story  (or 
possibly  a  four- story)  building. 

Since  the  freeway  is  elevated,  the  height  of  the  receptor  makes  a  very 
noticeable  difference  in  the  noise  received.    The  closer  to  ground  level  the 
receptor  is,  the  more  effective  the  underside  of  the  freeway  is  as  an 
acoustical  shield.    Highway  noise  at  the  third  floor  of  the  proposed  school 
building  could  be  as  much  as  7  dBA  louder  than  noise  at  the  first  floor.  This 
7  dBA  would  represent  an  audible  difference  in  perceived  noise  between  the 
third  and  first  floors. /2/ 
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TABLE  25:    INTERSTATE  80  TRAFFIC  NOISE  AT  PROPOSED  SCHOOL  SITE  ON  SB-4 


Story  or  Floor* 

Year       of  Building  Peak  Hour  Leg**  (dBA)       Estimated  Ldn***  (dBA) 

1980  First  70  72 

Second  74  76 

Third  77  79 

1988  First  70  73 

Sec  ond  74  77 

Third  77  80 

*  Assunes  that  each  story  has  a  height  of  13  ft.    Noise  receptor  is  the 
exterior  wall  of  the  proposed  building  facing  the  freeway. 
**  The  equivalent  steady-state  sound  level  which  in  a  stated  period  of  time 
would  contain  the  same  acoustic  energy  as  the  time-varying  sound  level  during 
the  same  time  period. 

***  Ldn:    the  Day-Night  Sound  Level,  an  averaged  sound  level  measurement  based 
on  himan  reaction  to  cunulative  noise  exposure  over  a  24-hour  period.  Tp 
account  for  the  greater  annoyance  at  night,  10  dBA  are  added  to  measured  noise 
levels  between  10:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m. 

SOURCE:    Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.  using  U.S.  Department  of 
Transportation,  FHMA  Highway  Traffic  Noise  Prediction  Model,  1978, 
FHWA-RD-77-108,  and  based  on  Cal Trans  traffic  data. 


San  Francisco  land-use  compatibility  criteria  for  community  noise  (as 
described  in  the  Transportation  Noise  Element  of  the  Ccmprehensive  Plan,  1974, 
and  shown  in  YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  Appendix  H,  page  145)  recommend  that  at 
school  sites  where  the  exterior  noise  level  (Ldn)  is  greater  than  or  equal  to 
70  dBA,  "new  contruction  or  development  should  generally  not  be  undertaken." 
Even  at  the  ground  level  the  proposed  school  would  need  extensive  noise 
insulation  features  (such  as  heayy  masonry  construction  and  sealed  windows)  to 
provide  an  acceptable  indoor  noise  level  for  classroom  activity.  Outdoor 
noise  levels  would  interfere  with  all  outdoor  activity. 


FOOTNOTES 

/I/  Harrison  and  Third  Sts.  would  each  contribute  approximately  60  to  65  dBA 

(Ldn)  to  the  SB-4  site  in  1988.    When  added  to  noise  produced  by 

Interstate  80,  these  contributions  would  increase  on-site  noise  levels  (Ldn) 
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by  approximately  1  dBA  over  noise  fran  the  freeway  alone.    This  increase  is 
imperceptible  to  the  himan  ear. 

lU  An  increase  in  noise  levels  of  10  dBA  is  perceived  by  the  hunan  ear  as  a 
doubling  of  noise  intensity. 

I.    RESOURCE  USE 

1.  ENERGY 

The  estimated  annual  operating  energy  demands  for  the  proposed  high  school 
would  be  lower  than  for  the  light-industrial  uses  evaluated  in  any  of  the  four 
alternatives  considered  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  high  school  would  require  about 
half  the  energy  required  for  the  site  by  Alternative  A,  the  alternative 
considered  in  the  YBC  FEIR  requiring  the  least  energy  for  these  parcels. 
These  lower  demands  would  result  because  a  school  structure  would  not  require 
the  electrical  energy  needed  to  operate  machines  and  equipment  which  would  be 
typical  of  light-industrial  development.    Further,  schools  have  reduced  energy 
demands  during  holiday  and  simmer  vacation  periods  when  light-industrial 
structures  would  continue  operation.    Finally,  current  Energy  Canmission 
standards  do  not  apply  to  industrial  structures,  but  do  apply  to  schools/1/. 
These  standards  do  not  require  use  of  renewable  energy  resources,  such  as 
solar  or  wind  power. 

The  project  is  expected  to  have  annual  electric  and  natural  gas  demand  curves 
which  show  substantial  reductions  in  energy  use  during  the  month  of  December, 
(because  of  holidays)  and  the  months  of  June,  July  and  August  (because  of 
simmer  vacation).    The  daily  natural  gas  demand  curve  would  show  a  single  peak 
during  the  hours  of  7:00  to  9:00  a.m.  and  reduced  demand  during  the  balance  of 
the  day.    The  daily  electrical  demand  curve  would  be  similar  to  that  shown  for 
Alternative  C  in  Section  YI.I.,  YBC  FEIR,  page  415. 

2.  WATER 

The  proposed  high  school  of  300  students  would  require  approximately 

1,100  gallons  of  water  per  day  on  the  average. /2/   This  amount  would  be  about 
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one-seventh  that  required  by  YBC  Alternative  A  uses  for  the  same  site,  which, 
in  turn,  would  have  the  lowest  water  demand  of  the  four  Alternatives  for 
SB-4.    The  Water  Department  would  be  able  to  supply  the  projected  demand  of 
the  proposed  high  school. 

FOOTNOTES 

/!/  The  Energy  Caimission  is  currently  developing  standards  for  industrial 
structures. 

HI  Based  on  information  provided  by  P.  O'Kane,  Accountant,  San  Francisco 
Unified  School  District,  telephone  communication,  October  17,  1980. 

J.    GEOLOGY  -  SEISMOLOGY 

The  outcropping  of  Franciscan  Formation  bedrock  near  the  soil  surface  and  the 
unconsolidated  soils  themselves  could  form  a  stable  foundation  for  the 
proposed  school,  if  the  bedrock  has  not  been  sheared  and  damaged  in  past 
earthquakes.    Bedrock  stability  may  have  been  affected  by  a  major  shear  zone 
mapped  near  the  site  (YBC  FEIR  Appendices,  page  151).    A  deep  foundation  would 
not  be  necessary  for  a  three-  or  four-story  structure,  so  dewatering  would  be 
unlikely.    The  soils  on  the  site  are  described  as  having  "fair  to  good 
stability"  (YBC  FEIR,  page  201).    The  greatest  earthquake  hazards  at  the  site 
would  be  groundshaking  and  differential  settlement.    As  required  by  State  law, 
a  school  would  be  built  to  conform  to  earthquake  safety  standards  which  are 
more  stringent  than  those  for  light-industrial  buil dings • 


K.  HYDROLOGY 

The  vacant,  weed-covered  portion  of  the  SB-4  site  currently  has  a  permeable 
soil  surface.    Building  construction,  therefore,  would  increase  rainwater 
runoff.    The  reduction  in  permeable  soil  surface  would  not  differ  from  that 
which  would  result  fran  development  under  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  D.  Runoff 
would  continue  to  be  channeled  into  the  storm  drain  and  sewer  system. 
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L.  ECOLOGY 

Construction  of  the  school  on  SB-4  would  probably  include  provisions  for  some 
open  lawn  area,  and  trees  or  shrubbery  along  walkways.    The  landscaping  plants 
would  most  likely  be  non-native  species.    Animals  in  ths  habitat  would  be 
restricted  to  insects;  to  birds  tolerant  of  the  urban  setting,  including  the 
domestic  pigeon,  house  finch,  English  sparrow,  and  Brewer's  blackbird;  and  to 
cannon  soil  animals. 

•  M.    ARCHITECTURAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 

It  is  possible  that  historic  artifacts  exist  on  SB-4.    Since  the  completion  of 
the  YBC  FEIR,  two  possible  historical  sites  have  been  identified  on  SB-4.  /I/ 
There  would  be  no  effect  on  any  structures  listed  as  being  of  historic  or 
architectural  merit. 

FOOTNOTE 

•  /I/  Roger  R.  Olmsted  et.  al.,  August  1979,  The  Verba  Buena  Center  Report  on 
Historical  Cultural  Resources,  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency . 
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B-YII.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  (Southern  Block  4) 


This  section  is  organized  in  the  same  sequence  as  the  Setting  and  Impact 
sections,  with  the  same  letter  designating  each  impact  category  as  in  those 
sections.    All  mitigation  measures  identified  in  the  YBC  FEIR  that  would 
pertain  to  high-school  development  proposed  in  this  Supplement  are  suiHiiarized 
at  the  beginning  of  each  section  and  incorporated  here  by  reference  (pages  447 
-  509  of  the  YBCjFEIR).    Additional  suggested  mitigation  measures  are  listed 
following  the  summary.    Impact  categories  for  which  no  measures  are  suggested 
are  omitted  frcm  the  sequence.    The  suggested  mitigation  measures  would  be 
acted  upon  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  just  prior  to  approval  by 
the  Commission  of  the  land  disposition  agreement  for  the  site. 


E.    COMMUNITY  SERVICES 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  developer  to  install  low-flow 
toilets,  urinals,  taps,  and  showerheads  to  reduce  total  liquid  wastes 
discharged  into  the  sewers. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that  refuse  be  placed  in  metal  dumpster 
containers  to  facilitate  pick-up. 

The  constrxtion  site  must  be  fenced  under  the  Federal  Occupational  Health  and 
Safety  Achiini  strati  on  Regulations. 
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F.  TRANSPORTATION 
PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  the  high  school  to  provide  food  service 
or  food  vending  machines  on  the  campus  to  reduce  noon-hour  pedestrian  trips 
from  the  site. 

G.  CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

HUD  mitigation  measures  described  in  the  YBC  FEIR  (pages  481-482)  For  indoor 
air  pollutant  control  will  be  required  only  of  housing  in  YBC.    If  feasible, 
several  of  those  measures  would  be  incorporated  into  the  building  design  of 
the  proposed  high  school  on  SB-4,  and  are  excerpted  below.    All  of  the 
building  design  measures  below  assune  sealed  windows. 

Recirculation  type  ventilation  system,  with  restriction  of  make-up 
air  (intake  air)  to  about  seven  cubic  feet  per  minute. 

Central,  forced-air  heating  system  with  simmer- switch  for 
recirculation  type  ventilation. 

Emission  vents  of  structures  to  be  separated  from  air  intakes  (15  ft. 
minimum). 

Air  intakes  (all  to  contain  particle  filters)  to  be  located  as  far  as 
possible  from  air  pollutant  sources  (vehicular  traffic).  Placement 
on  the  roof  may  not  be  helpful  in  this  case,  because  the  elevated 
James  Lick  Freeway  (Interstate  80)  is  the  major  pollutant  source. 
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PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

To  minimize  exposure  of  people  to  poor  air  quality  conditions,  HUD  has  further 
recanmended  that  no  active  outdoor  areas,  such  as  playing  fields,  tennis 
courts  and  swimming  pools,  be  provided  in  YBC.    To  meet  both  this 
recommendation  and  physical  education  requirements,  the  school  would  provide 
an  indoor  gymnasium  for  physical  activity. 

If  outdoor  activity  must  take  place  during  the  school  day,  it  should  be 
scheduled  for  the  morning.    The  lowest  daytime  CO  levels  typically  occur 
between  9:30  a.m.  and  12:00  noon. 

Mobile  Source  Emission  Mitigation  Measures 

Most  of  the  traffic  near  SB-4  would  be  generated  by  uses  other  than  the  high 
school.    Traffic  reduction  mitigation  measures  undertaken  by  the  high  school 
would  result  in  minor  reductions  in  street-generated  emissions  at  the  site. 
The  proposed  parking  lot  for  the  high  school  would  be  an  emissions  source  that 
the  school  could  control.    The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  require  that: 

The  students  be  encouraged  to  use  public  transportation  to  and  from 
school. 

The  parking  lot  and  parking  lot  driveways  be  sited  away  from  the 
school  or  other  large  barriers  which  could  confine  pollutants  and 
prevent  mixing. 

Bus  drivers  (should  bus  services  be  provided  for  students)  leave 
engines  off  while  waiting  for  students. 
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H.  NOISE 

PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

Open  areas  used  by  pedestrians  would  be  placed  so  they  are  screened  from 
freeway  noise  by  the  building. 

The  high  school  would  benefit  from  the  following  design  mitigation  measures  in 
addition  to  those  specified  in  the  YBC  FEIR: 

-  As  few  stories  as  feasible. 

-  Noise  insulation  materials  in  the  roof. 

-  Windows  and  doors  placed  on  the  side  of  building  away  from  the  freeway. 

Specific  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  would  depend  upon  building 
design,  placement  and  the  recommendations  of  an  acoustical  engineer. 

I.  RESOURCE  USE 

PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

The  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  design  criteria  for  the 
high  school  to  preclude  development  from  significantly  shading  other  building 
sites  or  sites  outside  the  Project  area.    The  Agency  would  review  the  design 
proposal  to  ensure  that  it  would  conform  to  these  criteria. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  would  develop  criteria  for  use  in  the  design  of  the 
high  school  to  minimize  the  avoidable,  unnecessary  or  wasteful  use  of 
nonrenewable  energy  and  to  encourage  the  use  of  renewable  energy.    The  Agency 
would  review  the  building  design  to  ensure  that  it  would  conform  to  all 
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criteria.  See  Appendix  D,  page  139  of  this  Supplement,  for  a  sample  list  of 
such  criteria. 

M.    ARCHAEOLOGICAL  AND  HISTORIC  ASPECTS 
APPLICABLE  YBC  FEIR  MEASURES 

A  series  of  two  archival  studies  have  been  completed. 

A  qualified  archaeologist  was  retained  by  the  City  to  conduct  a 
preconstrxtion  testing  program  on  the  Moscone  Convention  Center  site. 

PROPOSED  ADDITIONAL  MEASURES 

HUD  has  released  the  YBC  Project  from  archaeological  restraints  (Henry 
Dishrocm,  Area  Manager,  HUD,  letter  dated  February  6,  1981). 
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B-YIII.    UNAVOIDABLE  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  (Southern  Block  4) 


The  construction  and  operation  of  a  private  high  school  on  Southern  Block  4 
would  not  be  expected  to  have  any  unavoidable  significant  effects  on  the 
environment  exceeding  those  described  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    For  a  full  discussion 
of  the  unavoidable  significant  effects  of  implementation  of  the  four  YBC 
alternatives,  refer  to  Section  VIII,  pages  511  -  515. 

Because  of  the  proximity  of  the  James  Lick  Freeway,  the  noise  environment  of 
the  high-school  site  exceeds  the  City's  land-use  compatibility  criteria  for 
coimunity  noise  for  school  development.    Carbon  monoxide  emissions  would 
exceed  federal  8- hour  standards  at  the  site  and  would  interfere  with  outdoor 
activities,  particularly  during  periods  of  poor  pollutant  dispersion. 
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B-IX.    SHORT  TERM  VS.  LONG-TERM  IMPLICATIONS  (Southern  Block  4) 


The  short-term  and  long-term  implications  of  development  of  the  YBC  area  are 
discussed  in  Section  IX,  pages  516  -  518  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    Operation  of  a 
private  high  school  on  SB-4  would  differ  frcm  the  stated  implications  in  that 
a  long-term  commitment  would  be  made  to  an  educational  use  on  a  site  where  the 
City's  land- use  conpatibili ty  criteria  for  ccmm unity  noise  for  schools  are 
exceeded,  and  Federal  8-hour  carbon  monoxide  levels  are  exceeded.    Land  for 
potential  tax -genera  ting,  light-industrial  uses  employing  blue-collar  workers 
would  be  lost  to  an  educational  use,  which  would  not  pay  property,  payroll  or 
business  taxes,  and  would  provide  predominantly  white-collar  employment. 


127 


B-X.    Irreversible  Environmental  Changes  (SB-4) 
B-X.    IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES  (Southern  Block  4) 


Irreversible  environmental  changes  resulting  fran  high-school  development  on 
SB-4  would  not  differ  from  those  resulting  from  development  of  the  uses 
proposed  in  the  four  YBC  alternatives.    For  a  full  discussion  of  those 
irreversible  environmental  changes,  refer  to  Section  X,  pages  518  -  518a  of 
the  YBC  FEIR. 
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B-XI.    GROWTH  INDUCING  IMPACT  (Southern  Block  4) 


Construction  and  operation  of  a  private  high  school  would  not  be  expected  to 
induce  growth  to  a  greater  extent  than  would  development  proposed  for  the  site 
in  the  four  YBC  alternatives.    See  Section  XI.,  pages  519  -  520  of  the  YBC 
FEIR,  for  a  discussion  of  the  growth-inducing  impacts  of  development  of  the 
YBC  area. 
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A.  INTRODUCTION 

This  dociinent  contains  the  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Supplement  to 
the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact  Report  and  responses  to  those 
ccninents. 

All  substantive  spoken  conments  received  at  a  joint  public  hearing  before  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  Camiission  and  the  City  Planning  Commission 
on  June  11,  1981,  and  all  substantive  written  comments  received  during  the 
public  review  period  from  April  24,  1981  through  June  11,  1981  were  reviewed 
and  sunuarized  in  the  form  of  edited  quotations. 

The  sinmarized  comments  and  responses  are  grouped  by  subject  matter,  and  each 
group  of  comments  is  followed  by  a  corresponding  group  of  responses.  The 
order  of  topics  generally  follows  the  order  in  which  these  topics  are  treated 
in  the  Draft  Supplement  Environmental  Impact  Report.    As  the  subject  matter  of 
a  topic  may  overlap  that  of  other  topics,  the  reader  may  occasionally  be 
referred  to  more  than  one  group  of  Conments  and  Responses  to  review  all 
information  on  a  given  topic.    Where  this  occurs,  cross-references  are 
provided  (e.g.  "See  also  the  Responses  to  Comments  Nos.  10  and  18"). 

Several  abbreviations  are  used  throughout  this  report.    "Draft  Supplement" 
refers  to  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  Yarba  Buena  Center  Environmental  Impact 
Report.    "YBCFEIR"  refers  to  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (hi:// . 220 ) ,  c e r ti f i ed  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Aq e ncy 
Ccnmission  and  City  Planning  Ccramission  in  April  1978.    "CB-1"  and  "SB-4^  are 
the  Yerba  Buena  Center  blocks.  Central  Block  One  and  Southern  Block  Four, 
respectively  (see  pages  9  -  15  and  Figure  6  on  page  21  of  the  Draft 
Supplement). 

B.  LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 


Ms.  Susan  Bierman,  Member 
City  Planning  Commission 

Ms.  Dian  Blomquist,  Member 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 

Mr.  Gary  Agid 

Chief,  Local  Support  Branch 
California  Air  Resources  Board 

Mr.  Richard  Gryziec 

Ms.  Sue  Hestor 

Mr.  R.  W.  Sieker 
District  CEQA  Coordinator 
CalTrans 

Mr.  Michael  A.  Vise  on  ti 
Manager,  Plan  and  Project  Review 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
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C.    SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS,  AND  RESPONSES 

1.    HISTORY  OF  YERBA  BUENA  CENTER  REDEVELOPMENT 


COMMENT 

Conmi ssioner  Susan  Bierman:    "Page  3,  under  B,  the  History  of  Redevelopment. 
Even  though  this  is  a  Supplement,  it  does  seem  to  me  that  the  controversy  is 
treated  a  little  too  lightly  ...The  only  reference  to  controversy  is  'interim 
plans  for  redevelopment  of  the  area,  and  litigation  involving  redevelopment 
activity  in  the  South  of  Market  area  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the  previous 
YBC  FEIR'..." 


RESPONSE 


The  detailed  discussion  of  community-initiated  law  suits  is  contained  in  the 
YBC  FEIR  on  pages  7  to  9,  and  is  incorporated  by  reference  into  the  discussion 
on  page  .5  of  the  Draft  Supplement.    According  to  the  Guidelines  for  the 
Implementation  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  (California 
Administrative  Code,  Title  14,  Division  6,  Chapter  3),  a  Supplement  to  an  EIR 
need  contain  only  the  information  necessary  to  make  the  previous  EIR  adequate 
for  the  project  as  revised  {Section  15067.5(b)).    Supplements  to  an  EIR  may 
incorporate  by  reference  relevant  unchanged  information  frcm  the  previous  EIR, 
and  where  this  is  done,  '^he  incorporated  language  shall  be  considered  to  be 
set  forth  in  full  as  part  of  the  text  of  the  EIR"  (Section  15148. (a)). 

A  brief  passage  describing  the  litigation  and  its  effects  has  been  added  to 
the  section.  History  of  Redevelopment  in  the  South  of  Market  Area,  on  page  3. 


2.    DECISION  PROCESS  AND  TIMING 


COMMENT 

Richard  Gryziec:    "The  EIR  is  unique  —  this  one  right  here,  the  Supplement  — 
because  it  deals  with  items  that  have  already  been  decided  upon  and  acted  upon 
by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    In  other  words,  it's  coming  after  the  fact 
rather  than  before  the  decision... 

"Let  me  expand  a  little  bit  about  the  notion  that  this  EIR  is  illegal.  This 
EIR  was  drafted  long  after  the  Agency  in  February  of  1980  —  by  vote  of  the 
Agency  Comiission  approved  —  a  32-page  project  offer  including  the  very 
items,  the  1500-room  hotel,  the  500  condos,  the  specific  office  and  retail 
amounts  of  uses,  only  now  coming  under  EIR  review... 

"This  EIR  ^as  drafted  long  after  the  Agency,  with  the  Mayor's  approval,  sent 
out  that  project  RFQ  to  the  development  community  throughout  the  United  States 
and  Canada,  and  the  EIR  was  drafted  long  after  the  Agency  in  November  of  1980 
selected  a  developer  for  exclusive  negotiations  based  on  the  project  as 
specified  in  the  project  RFQ." 
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RESPONSE 

The  Request  for  Qualifications  (RFQ),  sent  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  to 
developers  in  April  1980,  included  a  possible  program  outline  for  development 
on  the  three  Central  Blocks.    It  was  not  a  commitment  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  to  approve  a  land  disposition  agreement.    The  Land  Disposition 
Agreement  will  be  acted  upon  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  only  after 
the  appropriate  environmental  review  process  for  the  three  Central  Blocks  is 
complete  (see  also  the  Response  to  Comment  No.  4). 


3.    REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY  JURISDICTION 


COMMENT 

Comnissi oner  Susan  Bierman;    "Page  20.    It  seems  to  me  there  maybe  should  be 
some  little  discussion  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  doesn't  have  to  abide  by 
City  Planning  rules..." 


RESPONSE 

As  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  pages  3-4,  and  the  Draft  Supplement,  page  3,  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  was  established  in  1948  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  under  the  enabling  legislation  of  the  California  Community 
Redevelopment  Law  of  1945. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  is  a  separate  entity  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco;  the  members  of  its  Commission  are  appointed  by  the  Mayor.    It  has 
its  own  development  standards,  apart  from  the  City  Planning  Code,  which  are 
approved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  as  part  of  a  redevelopment  plan.  The 
Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Plan,  most  recently  amended  in 
September  1979,  incorporated  all  applicable  sections  of  the  City  Planning  Code 
in  effect  at  that  time.    The  Interim  Downtown  Controls,  approved  by  the  Board 
of  Supervisors  in  Ordinance  No.  240-80  on  June  1,  1981,  which  prohibit  the 
granting  of  bonus  floor  area  for  any  use  other  than  residential,  were  not  yet 
in  effect.  The  Interim  Controls,  therefore,  have  not  been  incorporated  into 
the  Redevelopment  Plan  (see  page  22  of  the  Draft  Supplement).    Approval  of 
proposals  for  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Area  rests  solely  with  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.    Site  permits  and  related  building  permits 
for  activity  in  the  redevelopment  area  are  obtained  through  the  normal  Bureau 
of  Building  Inspection  process. 


4.    PROJECT  APPROVAL  PROCESS 


COMMENT 

Richard  Gryziec:    "...  this  EIR  is  part  of  a  piecemeal  project  approval 
process  that  by  going  piecemeal  serves  to  conceal  rather  than  reveal  the 
Redevelopment  Agency's  intentions,  conceals  those  intentions  from  the  public... 
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"...  one  of  the  primary  purposes  of  EIR's  under  CEQA  is  to  make  information 
about  major  projects,  especially  public  projects,  available  to  the  public 
before  major  decisions  are  made.    The  chosen  developer  for  this  project  has 
already  submitted  material  that  indicates  that  they  are  proposing  to  build  at 
least  750,000  —  750,000  —  square  feet  of  high-cost  condos  on  Central  Block  2 
and  an  unspecified  amount  of  similarly  priced  condos  on  Central  Block  3.  This 
many  condos,  which  are  equal  in  amount  to  the  whole  of  the  Golden  Gateway 
Project,  the  housing  portion  of  it,  would  v^olly  change  the  nature  of  this 
project.    Such  housing  could  well  be  seriously  incompatible  with  those  uses 
designed  to  generate  18-hour-per-day  activity.    The  parking  requirement  would 
be  greatly  increased.    Other  major  impacts  and  changes  in  impacts  would  occur. 

"No  such  housing  was  considered  for  blocks  CB  2  and  CB  3  in  any  of  the  plans 
covered  by  the  April,  1978  EIR  or  this  EIR  Supplement..." 


RESPONSE 

For  the  purposes  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  "all 
public  or  private  activities  or  undertakings  pursuant  to  or  in  furtherance  of 
a  redevelopment  plan"  are  deemed  to  be  a  single  project    (Division  13,  PRC, 
Chapter  2.6,  Section  21090).    In  accordance  with  this,  the  YBC  FEIR,  certified 
in  1978,  was  intended  to  analyze  the  environmental  impacts  of  all  of  the 
alternative  uses  contemplated  at  that  time  for  the  entire  YBC  Redevelopment 
Area.    As  provided  in  Sections  15067  and  15067.5  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines, 
therefore,  when  it  was  determined  that  subsequent  changes  in  the  uses  proposed 
in  the  project  for  CB-1  and  SB-4  might  result  in  new  significant  environmental 
effects  not  covered  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  this  Supplement  was  prepared  to  contain 
the  information  necessary  to  make  the  previous  EIR  adequate  for  the  revised 
project. 

Olympia  and  York  California  Equities  Corporation  (0  &  Y)  is  under  Exclusive 
Negotiating  Rights  for  development  on  Central  Blocks  -1,  -2,  and  -3.  On 
April  28,  1981,  Wilbur  Hamilton,  Executive  Director  of  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  announced  that  the  Phase  I  report  would  be  available  from  0  &  Y  in  the 
coming  week.    A  public  meeting  was  held  before  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  on  May  12th  to  hear  public  comment  on  the  Phase  I  report. 

The  purpose  of  Phase  I  has  been  to  evaluate  and  refine  certain  aspects  of  the 
development  program  set  out  in  the  RFQ  and  to  establish  directions  respecting 
aspects  of  the  development  program  other  than  the  physical  form  of  the 
project.    The  purpose  of  the  Phase  I  report  is  to  inform  the  Commission  and 
the  public.    The  Phase  I  report,  which  appears  to  be  the  source  of  the 
information  cited  in  the  comment,  does  consider  the  issue  outlined  in  the  RFQ 
of  the  compatibility  of  the  development  of  market-rate  housing  on  Central 
Blocks  -2  and  -3.    Exact  square  footages,  however,  are  not  mentioned.  The 
parameters  discussed  are  that  housing  would  not  cover  more  than  25  percent  of 
the  area  of  CB-2  or  CB-3,  and  no  more  than  an  average  of  15  percent  of  both 
blocks.    According  to  Thomas  G.  Conrad,  Chief  of  Planning,  Housing  and 
Programming  for  the  Redevelopment  Agency  (letter  communication  to  the 
Department,  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental  Review,  June  24,  1981  ), 
0  &  Y  is  currently  developing  a  nunber  of  alternative  development  concepts  for 
CB-2  and  CB-3.    These  concepts  include  a  no-housing  alternative  for  CB-2  and 
CB-3.    While  some  of  the  features  of  these  alternative  development  concepts 
are  advanced  sufficiently  to  undergo  environmental  review,  if  required,  other 
features  of  these  concepts  are  not.    Because  all  of  the  features  on  each  block 
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are  intimately  related  with  other  features  on  each  block,  reviewing  a  few 
features  in  absense  of  information  about  the  others  would  be  infeasible.  It 
should  be  noted  that  the  RFQ  to  which  0  &  Y  responded  allowed  for  housing 
development  on  CB-2  and  CB-3,  if  such  a  use  would  be  "compatible  with  the 
gardens  uses"  to  be  developed.    No  determination  as  to  this  compatibility  has 
yet  been  made.    Up  to  50  market-rate  dwelling  units  were  evaluated  for  C8-2 
under  Alternatives  A  and  B  of  the  YBC  FEIR.    No  dwelling  units  were  evaluated 
for  CB-3. 

The  approved  YBC  Redevelopment  Plan  permits  residential  uses  on  CB-2,  but  such 
uses  are  not  permitted  on  CB-3.    The  schedule  for  the  Exclusive  Negotiations 
now  provides  for  0  &  Y  to  present  its  alternative  development  concepts  (a 
revised  Phase  I  report)  to  the  Agency  staff  and  the  public  at  the  end  of 
August  1981.    Should  the  alternative  development  concepts  for  CB-2  and  CB-3 
include  uses  or  intensities  of  uses  which,  as  provided  for  in  Section  15067  of 
the  CEQA  Guidelines,  might  involve  new  significant  environmental  impacts  not 
considered  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  then  a  second  supplement  to  the  YBC  FEIR, 
containing  the  information  necessary  to  make  the  previous  EIR  adequate  for  the 
project  as  revised,  would  be  prepared. 

Although  the  environmental  review  prxess  for  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 
redevelopment  area  has  required  the  Supplement  now  under  review,  and  may 
require  future  supplements  as  provided  for  in  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  this  does 
not  mean  that  the  approval  process  for  development  of  the  three  Central  Blocks 
will  be  "piecemeal"  as  suggested  in  the  comment.    The  Land  Disposition 
Agreement  with  Olympia  and  York  will  not  be  approved  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission  until  the  appropriate  environmental  review  on  all  portions 
of  the  0  &  Y  proposal  for  the  three  blocks  has  been  determined  to  be  complete 
(T.  Conrad,  Chief  of  Planning,  Redevelopment  Agency,  telephone  conversation, 
9  July  1981).    There  will  be  further  opportunity  for  public  comment  of  the 
proposals  to  be  developed.    The  Agency  Commission  expects  to  conduct  one  or 
more  public  workshops  in  September  on  the  alternative  development  concepts  to 
be  presented  to  the  Agency  staff  at  the  end  of  August  by  0  &  Y.    Then  the 
Conmission  expects  to  select  a  single  concept  to  be  further  refined.  During 
the  following  months  there  will  be  additional  public  workshops  before  the 
formal  public  hearing  on  the  proposed  Land  Disposition  Agreement,  currently 
expected  to  occur  late  in  1981.    The  Land  Disposition  Agreement  on  all  of  the 
^Central  Blocks  will  then  be  made  final;  it  will  be  made  available  for  public 
review,  publicly  heard  and  approved  by  the  Agency  Commission.    Dates  for  the 
hearing  and  public  review  period  have  not  been  set. 


5.    SOUTH  OF  MARKET  LAND  USE  PATTERNS 


COMMENT 

Sue  He s tor:    "In  terms  of  Land  Use  and  Zoning  on  Page  42...    I  think  that  the 
Planning  Department  has  an  obligation  to  talk  about  the  shifting  land  use 
patterns  in  the  area,  and  it's  not  even  really  mentioned  there.    You  talk 
about  land  use  in  the  microcontext  of  this  site.    The  reality  is  there  was  a 
SPUR  meeting  on  Monday  that  got  good  coverage  that  is  dealing  with  South  of 
Market.    This  Commission  is  dealing  with  South  of  Market.    The  people  South  of 
Market  are  starting  to  deal  with  South  of  Market,  and  the  land  use  patterns 
are  changing..." 
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RESPONSE 


A  paragraph  describing  land  use  trends  has  been  added  immediately  after  the 
first  paragraph  on  page  42. 

An  accompanying  footnote  to  the  paragraph  on  land  use  trends  has  been  added  on 

page  44,  immediately  before  B.  HOUSING  AND  BUSINESS  RELOCATION; 


6.    PURPOSE  OF  DEVELOPMENT  PLANS  FOR  CB-1 


COMMENT 

Sue  He s tor:    "...  I  have  a  hard  time  reading  this  EIR  trying  to  figure  out  the 
context  in  which  it  was  operating. .  .What  generated  this  EIR  was  an 
accommodation...  to  the  developers  that  were  being  asked  to  come  in  on  the 
RFQ...  if  the  pot  needed  to  be  sweetened  on  Block  No.  1  or  on  one  of  the 
peripheral  blocks  of  YBC,  to  accomnodate  our  concerns  that  Blocks  2  and  3  have 
active  ccmmunity  uses  on  them  that  would  draw  the  people  of  San  Francisco  and 
not  just  attract  conventioneers,  ...  that  to  accommodate  the  developers,  to 
make  it  financially  feasible,  there  were  some  modifications  that  would  be  put 
in  the  pot  —  and  that's  what  this  EIR  is  about. ..The  project  description  on 
Page  16.    This  is  the  place  where  I  think  the  staff  has  to  start  describing 
the  context  of  the  project,  but  this  is  the  starting  point..." 


RESPONSE 

The  comment  is  correct  in  that  the  hotel  uses  were  included  in  the  RFQ  as  an 
incentive  for  potential  developers  to  undertake  redevelopment  of  the  three 
Central  Blocks.    Community  uses  on  the  three  blocks  have  not  been  eliminated 
from  consideration  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency.    Development  concepts  for  the 
three  Central  Blocks  are  not  yet  final  (see  also  the  Response  to  Comment  No. 
4).  A  clarification  of  the  purpose  of  changes  in  the  development  plan  for  CB-1 
has  been  added  to  the  background  section,  A.  Reasons  for  this  Report,  page  2, 
in  the  first  partial  paragraph  preceding  the  words  "In  addition...". 


In  addition,  a  parenthetical  reference  has  been  inserted  at  the  end  of  the 
first  sentence  on  page  16  to  read:  "(see  page  2  for  the  reasons  for  these 
changes)." 


7.    ALTERNATIVE  USES  FOR  JESSIE  ST.  SUBSTATION 


COMMENT 

Commissioner  Susan  Bierman:    "Page  16.    Let's  talk  about  the  Jessie  St. 
Substation.    One  thing  that  I  think  may  be  missing  in  here  is  alternative 
uses  —  maybe  it  doesn't  need  to  be  extensive.    But  the  one  thing  I  know  has 
some  controversy  surrounding  it  is  the  Jessie  St.  Substation,  and  it  would 
seem  to  me  there  should  be  discussion  of  alternatives  other  than  retail  use. 
There  are  several  groups  in  the  City  that  I  know  of  who  want  to  use  the 
Jessie  St.  Substation  for  other  than  retail..." 
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RESPONSE 

The  RFQ  includes  the  development  of  the  Jessie  St.  Substation  and  preservation 
of  the  building  with  a  mix  of  retail,  conmercial,  cultural  and  office  uses  for 
the  Jessie  St.  Substation.    These  uses  are  all  allowed  uses  under  the 
Redevelopment  Plan.    Should  cultural  or  coimunity  uses  be  included,  their 
impacts  would  generally  be  less  than  or  equal  to  those  of  the  office  and 
ret  ail -conmercial  uses  analyzed  in  the  Draft  Supplement  and  YBCFEIR. 


8.    HOUSING  IMPACTS  AND  SOCIAL  CHARACTERISTICS  OF  RESIDENTS 


COMMENTS 

Sue  He s tor:    "What  are  the  pressures  that  the  City  is  creating  when  a 
development  project  creates  a  housing  demand  and  either  doesn't  fill  it  or 
only  fills  it  with  market-rate  housing?   Who  lives  in  that  housing?   Who  can 
afford  to  make  the  payments,  to  make  the  down  payment?,.,    an  EIR  doesn't  put 
down  in  it  explicitly  what  that  means...    what  kind  of  pressures  there  will  be 
on  the  rest  of  South  of  Market  as  well  as  the  north  of  Market  that's  close  to 
there  to  eliminate  low-income  and  mode  rate -income  housing  that  remains  in  the 
downtown  area  because  there  are  so  many  more  affluent  people  that  have  hones 
in  that  area." 

"...    On  Page  24,  when  you  start  talking  about  social  characteristics  and 
housing  and  business  ~  and  the  housing  thing  cones  up  in  several  places  —  I 
find  it  really  insufficient  to  talk  about  housing  merely  in  the  context  of 
housing  on  Block  1.    This  block  is  in  the  middle  of  a  residential  area.  It 
really  is  residential  down  in  that  area." 

"...  the  impacts  that  flow  fran  my  previous  remarks  on  housing  really  need  to 
be  picked  up  here  on  Page  44.    And  again,  the  economics.    When  you  are  talking 
about  environmental  impacts,  you  have  to  pick  up  the  economics  of  the  shift  of 
what  is  going  to  probably  happen  in  terms  of  what  the  developer  is  going  to 
come  in  with..." 

"...    On  mitigation  measures.  Page  78,  the  social  characteristics  mitigation 
stuns  me.    That's  people  —  and,  you  know,  this  housing  is  going  to  mitigate, 
this  upper-income  housing  is  going  to  mitigate  the  loss  of  population... It 
doesn't  really  analyze  what  kind  of  mitigation  —  you  don't  even  get  to  the 
question  of  how  you  mitigate  it.    What  are  the  characteristics  of  people  who 
have  apartments?    I  mean,  there's  a  very  simple  project  that  you  could  conpare 
it  to.    Compare  it  to  Golden  Gateway.    Compare  it  to  those  townhouses. 
Conpare  it  to  those  apartment  towers,  and  tell  me  what  is  the  percentage  of 
those  buildings  that  are  actually  owner-occupied  by  a  person  who  lives  there 
and  not  by  a  corporation?   My  own  knowledge  of  those  buildings  is  that  those 
buildings  tend  to  get  a  lot  of  corporate  ownership. .. .How  do  you  mitigate 
anything  if  people  really  don't  live  there  or  if  the  people  that  live  there 
make  certain  kinds  of  demands  for  services  like  high-priced  restaurants  that 
are  acconmodated  in  adjoining  areas  that  serve  low-income  people?...    What  are 
the  mitigation  pressures  on  the  people  who  live  between  Seventh  and  Tenth  St.?" 
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"...    If  all  of  a  sudden  all  we  have  down  at  YBC  is  luxury,  high-income 
housing  —  and  market  rate  housing  in  the  City  is  luxury  housing  these  days 
because  no  one  is  building  housing  for  people  that  I  can  afford  or  that  even, 
I  think,  that  a  lot  of  you  can  afford." 

Commissioner  Susan  Bierman:    "Page  78.    I,  too,  was  troubled  about  the  social 
characteristics  paragraph.    I  think  it  oversimplifies  the  situation.  The 
population  that  was  lost  was  low-income  but  not  certainly  all  seniors..." 


RESPONSE 

The  Social  Characteristics  setting  section  on  pages  24-25  has  been  amended 
with  text  changes  describing  age  and  ethnicity  of  YBC  residents  and  provisions 
for  housing.    A  paragraph  has  been  added  immediately  after  the  section  heading 
on  page  24;  a  sentence  has  been  added  as  the  final  sentence  of  the  second 
paragrpah  of  the  section  on  page  24a;  and  a  paragraph  has  been  added  on  page 
24  immediately  after  the  second  paragraph  of  the  section  on  page  24a.    A  new 
footnote  HI  listing  the  source  of  information  on  ethnic  communities  has  been 
added  to  page  25.    Two  paragraphs  have  been  added  immediately  beneath  the 
heading  on  page  44,  Social  Characteristics  Impacts.    One  paragraph  describes 
resident  displacement  and  relocation.    The  other  describes  the  effects  that 
the  500  market-rate  units  could  have  on  reintroduction  of  residents  into  YBC 
and  on  lessening  housing  shortages.    The  third  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph 
on  page  44  has  been  deleted. 

The  Golden  Gateway  currently  has  50  condominium  units,  but  has  plans  to 
eventually  build  a  total  of  150.    These  units  are  part  of  the  "Golden  Gateway 
Comnons";  all  units  in  the  older  Golden  Gateway  Center,  including  the 
townhouses,  are  rental  units.    The  price  range  for  the  condcmini uns  is 
currently  from  $250,000  to  $550,000.    This  housing  would  be  affordable  to 
those  with  yearly  incomes  ranging  from  approximately  $83,000  to  $183,000.  Two 
of  the  50  units,  or  4  percent,  are  owned  by  corporations.    (D.  Langston. 
Expeditor,  Golden  Gateway  Center,  telephone  conversation,  June  24,  1981) 

The  first  mitigation  measure  under  Social  Characteristics  on  page  78  has  been 
deleted.    A  new  measure  has  been  added. 


The  nearest  concentration  of  unsubsidized  low-income  housing  is  approximately 
two  blocks  west  of  CB-1.    The  demand  for  services  on  CB-1  may  or  may  not 
affect  services  vest  of  Sixth  St.       It  is  likely,  however,  that  the  proposed 
mixed-use  development  in  CB-l  would  contribute  to  the  general  trend  of 
increasing  land  values  in  South  of  Market  nearest  Market  St.,  and  thus  to 
possible  increases  in  the  cost  of  services  to  residents  west  of  Sixth  St.  It 
is  not  expected  that  development  of  CB-1  under  the  new  mixed-use  proposal 
would  result  in  a  significantly  greater  effect  than  would  development  on  the 
block  under  the  four  alternatives  considered  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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9.    HIRING  POLICY 


COMMENT 

Michael  Visconti,  ABAG:    "The  addition  of  500  market-rate  units  proposed  for 
Central  Block  1  supports  both  regional  policy  and  the  earlier  staff 
cements...    Furthermore,  the  addition  of  1500  hotel  rooms  will  provide  more 
jobs  for  entry-level  workers.    The  final  EIR  should  examine  whether  measures 
can  be  implemented  to  target  a  substantial  portion  of  these  jobs,  perhaps 
through  the  use  of  on-the-job  training  programs  and/or  CETA  eligibility,  for 
the  neighborhood's  and  City's  unemployed  and  underemployed.    Staff  therefore 
finds  that  the  changes  proposed  for  Central  Block  1  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 
are  supportive  of  regional  policy. 


RESPONSE 

Forty  percent,  or  about  1600,  of  all  permanent  jobs  created  by  the  mixed- use 
development  on  CB-1  would  be  for  hotel  workers  (see  page  45  of  the  Draft 
Supplement).    Many  of  these  jobs  would  be  for  the  unskilled,  semi-skilled, 
low-  and  middle-income  workers.    Alternatives  A,  B,  C,  and  0  of  the  YBC  FEIR 
were  primarily  mixes  of  office  and  retail -commercial  uses,  with  few 
entry-level  job  opportunities. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  has  established  preferential  hiring  policies, 
"Affirmative  Action  Requirements  Relating  to  Mixed  Use  Development"  (August 
13,  1980),  which  would  apply  to  new  jobs  at  all  levels  on  CB-1  after 
development.    These  policies  include  the  following:    1)  first  consideration 
would  be  given  to  applicants  who  reside  in  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  and  2)  those  hired  would  approximate  the  ethnic  and  gender  mix  of 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.    Although  hotel -worker  positions  would 
not  be  specifically  targeted  for  the  City's  unemployed  and  underemployed,  the 
positions  would  be  covered  by  the  preferential  hiring  policy  as  quoted.  The 
decision  to  implement  on-the-job  training  programs  would  be  made  by  the 
empl  oyer. 

CETA  is  a  federal  program  administered  by  the  Mayor's  Economic  Development 
Council  in  San  Francisco.    This  program  encourages  developers  and  employers  to 
target  some  jobs  for  CETA-eligible  San  Francisco  residents,  generally 
unemployed  youth  and  minorities.    The  program  can  be  required  of  a  developer 
by  the  City  as  part  of  a  project  approval  process,  but  is  otherwise 
voluntary.    To  encourage  employer  participation,  CETA  has  been  offering 
incentives.    One  of  these  incentive  programs  involves  CETA  recruitment  and 
initial  classroom  training  of  employees,  100  percent  funded  by  CETA,  followed 
by  on-the-job  training  by  the  employer,  50  percent  CETA-funded.    The  decision 
to  implement  a  CETA  or  other  training  program  would  be  made  by  the  employer  or 
devel  oper. 
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10.    RESIDENTIAL  HOTEL  CONVERSION 


COMMENT 

Sue  He s tor:    "The  cumulative  hotel  development  impacts  on  Page  47  stick  their 
toe  in  the  water.    What  it  doesn't  do  is  analyze  the  impact  on  the  people  who 
live  in  the  area  and  who  feel  pressured  as  either  their  building  is  feeling 
under  the  gun  to  be  converted  or  the  next  building  or  another  building  is  torn 
down,  and  there  are  more  people  competing  for  the  same  space  so  the  hotel 
owners  can  raise  the  rates.    There  is  a  real  connection  between  the 
residential  hotels  and  tourist  hotels,  and  I  don't  see  it.    I  see  the  effect 
on  the  tourist  industry  and  how  it  can  expand,  but  what  about  the  people  who 
live  here  that  are  losing  housing  to  a  lot  of  these  projects?" 


RESPONSE 

A  subsection,  which  describes  the  location  of  residential  hotels  and  the 
pressures  to  convert  them  to  tourist  hotels,  has  been  added  to  the  Cunulative 
Hotel  Development  Impacts  section,  immediately  preceding  the  Cumulative  Hotel 
Tax  Contributions  subsection  on  page  50. 


11.    ECONOMIC  VIABILITY  OF  SMALL  BUSINESSES 


COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor;    "But  one  of  the  economic  characteristics  of  this  project  that  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  and  the  Mayor's  Select  Committee  really  poured  a  lot  of 
blood  into  was  hew  to  make  that  area  economically  viable  for  small  businesses 
that  would  support  San  Francisco  residents  who  work  there  and  that  would  be 
attractive  to  those  residents..." 


RESPONSE 

A  mitigation  measure  regarding  provisions  for  small,  affordable 
retail-ccmmercial  spaces  has  been  added  at  the  end  of  Proposed  Additional 
Measures  in  the  Land  Use,  Zoning,  and  Visual  Aspects  section  at  the  top  of 
page  78. 


12.    PUBLIC  BENEFITS 


COMMENT 

Richard  Gryziec:    "...  this  EIR  is  incomplete  because  it  fails  to  include  an 
accounting  of  the  public  benefits  produced  by  or  attributable  to  the 
facilities  included  in  this  Supplement.. .What  is  more  basic  for  a  public 
project,  especially  one  with  a  history  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center,  than  for  the 
public  to  know  up  front  and  through  the  EIR  process  what  the  public  benefits 
fran  the  project  will  be?" 
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RESPONSE 

The  Guidelines  for  Implementation  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA)  (CAC  Title  14,  Division  6,  Chapter  3)  do  not  require  that  an  EIR  give 
an  accounting  of  public  benefits  (see  Article  9,  Contents  of  Environmental 
Impact  Reports,  Sections  15140-15151).    According  to  CEQA,  an  EIR  must 
dociment  "significant  effects"  defined  as  follows:    "Significant  effect  on  the 
environment  means  a  substantial,  or  potentially  substantial,  adverse  change  in 
any  of  the  physical  conditions  within  the  area  affected  by  this  activity..." 
(Section  15040). 

For  informational  purposes,  public  benefits  are  identified  in  the  Draft 
Supplement,  but  they  are  not  discussed  in  the  same  depth  as  are  potentially 
adverse  effects.    Public  benefits  due  to  the  proposed  mixed-use  development  on 
CB-1  would  be  considered  by  many  to  include  the  following:    preservation  of 
two  buildings  of  architectural  and  historic  merit  (the  Mercantile  Bldg.  and 
the  Jessie  St.  Substation);  the  provision  of  2,900  person-years  of 
construction  employment,  25  percent  more  than  under  any  of  the  YBC 
alternatives  (see  pages  S-3  and  45  of  the  Draft  Supplement);  generation  of 
approximately  $3.76  million  annually  in  hotel  roan  tax  revenues  (see  pages  S-3 
and  47);  encouragement  of  the  expansion  of  the  convention  tourist  market  in 
San  Francisco  (see  page  50);  and  provision  of  a  pedestrian  concourse  (see 
pages  S-1  and  16),  providing  public  access  fron  Market  St.  via  Central  Block  2 
to  the  Convention  Center  on  Central  Block  3.    Income  from  the  Redevelopment 
Agency  lease  of  land  to  the  developer  (the  Land  Disposition  Agreement)  would 
go  directly  to  the  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD). 


13.    POLICE  SERVICE  MITIGATION 


COMMENT 

Sue  He s tor:    "The  sunmary  page,  S-2,  talks  about  this  new  change  in  Block  1  is 
going  to  require  a  police  car  full  time.    I  looked  in  the  mitigation 
measures.    I  can't  find  a  mitigation  measure  dealing  with  police  services... 
I  want  to  see  sane  mitigation  on  seme  of  these  things  that  seriously  deals 
with  requirements  for  the  City  to  provide  services  that  the  City  doesn't  have 
the  money  for  any  more." 


RESPONSE 

A  mitigation  measure  regarding  the  funding  of  a  police  patrol  for  YBC  has  been 
added  to  the  end  of  the  subsection.  Proposed  Additional  Measures,  on  page  79. 
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14.    SEWAGE  TREATMENT  PROJECTS 


COMMENT 

Coimiissi oner  Susan  Bierman:    "Page  28.    There's  talk  in  here  about  the  sewer 
projects,  and  I  thought  maybe  there  should  be  a  paragraph  or  a  line  or  two 
added  in  light  of  the  most-recent  developments  about  limitation  of  sewage. 
Just  a  paragraph  saying  that  some  of  the  plan  that  this  says  is  going  to 
happen  may  not  happen..." 


RESPONSE 

According  to  Don  Hayashi,  Coodinator  of  Public  Participation  for  the  San 
Francisco  Clean  Water  program  (telephone  conversation,  June  30,  1981),  the 
paragraph  referred  to  on  page  28  still  accurately  reflects  the  City's  plans 
for  waste  water  treatment.    Because  of  recent  Federal  government  funding 
cutbacks,  however,  realization  of  these  plans  may  not  occur  until  sometime 
after  the  end  of  the  decade.    The  dry-weather  treatment  facilities  mentioned 
are  still  scheduled  for  operation  in  December,  1982.    These  facilities  and  the 
currently-operating  North  Point  Pollution  Control  Plant  will  continue  to  treat 
the  City's  wastewater  until  funding  has  been  obtained  and  the  wet-weather 
facilities  completed.    The  first  full  paragraph  on  page  28  has  been  reworded 
to  reflect  this  information. 


15.    AREA  TRAFFIC 


COMMENT 


John  West,  Cal Trans  District  Director:    "Project  generated  traffic  will  add  to 
existing  AM  and  PM  peak  period  congestion  on  State  Routes  approaching  and 
within  San  Francisco.    The  traffic  and  transportation  impacts  on  the  state 
highway  system  will  be  cumulative,  including  not  only  the  Yerba  Buena  Center 
but  also  all  the  proposed  high-rise  offices,  hotels,  redevelopment  projects, 
housing,  etc.,  in  the  Central  Business  District.    Therefore,  it  is  believed 
that  a  screenline  volume  study  around  the  perimeter  of  the  City  should  be 
considered  (Macro  Scale).    Every  EIR  reviewed  from  the  Planning  Department  so 
far  touches  only  on  the  Micro  Scale  effect  on  the  future.    Mitigation  measures 
have  not  been  proposed  for  the  increase  in  attractions  and  the  resulting 
effect  on  the  state  highway  system.    If  an  independent  traffic  analysis,  study 
or  management  plan  has  been  prepared  or  is  in  progress  for  the  macro  area,  a 
discussion  and  reference  would  be  appropriate. 


RESPONSE 

Off- site  transportation  impacts  (including  those  on  the  freeway  corridors) 
from  development  of  YBC  as  a  whole  are  discussed  generally  on  pages  345  to  346 
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of  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  peak-hour  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  mixed-use 
development  on  CB-1  in  combination  with  that  from  the  rest  of  YBC  would  not 
exceed  those  impacts  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  Redevelopment  Agency 
would  prepare  a  Transportation  Management  Plan  to  address  vehicular  traffic 
circulation  and  automobile  parking  as  stated  on  page  80  of  the  Draft 
Supplement.    The  Transportation  Management  Plan  would  include  a  discussion  of 
off-site  traffic  impacts. 

A  Master  Environmental  Impact  Report,  covering  the  effects  of  several 
development  scenarios  for  the  downtown  C-3  districts,  has  been  authorized  to 
be  prepared  for  the  City  Planning  Commission.    This  report,  expected  to  be 
completed  in  1982,  will  analyze  the  effects  of  cumulative  approved,  proposed 
and  anticipated  development  in  downtown  San  Francisco  under  the  several 
development  scenarios.    Traffic  impacts  on  the  main  corridors  into  the  City 
will  be  discussed. 


16.    TRANSIT  FEES 


COMMENT 

Commissioner  Susan  Bierman:  "On  page  79  under  Transportation,  there's  no 
discussion  of  transit  fees. . . " 


RESPONSE 

A  mitigation  measure  regarding  transit  funding  has  been  added  on  page  80. 


17.    GROWTH-INDUCING  IMPACTS 


COMMENT 

Sue  Hestor:    "on  page  89,  the  growth  inducement  impact  on  Central  Block  1.  I 
think  maybe  you  said  it  all  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    However,  with  the  change  in  the 
project  since  that  Final  EIR  was  certified,  I  think  you  have  a  different 
growth  inducing  impact  than  what  you  have  here." 


RESPONSE 

The  Growth  Inducing  Impact  (Central  Block  1)  section  on  page  89  of  the  Draft 
Supplement  describes  specific  impacts  due  to  the  proposed  development.  The 
discussion  on  pages  519  to  520c  in  the  YBC  FEIR  is  general;  it  addresses  the 
probable  growth  inducement  of  the  entire  YBC  project  under  the  groupings  of 
land  uses  and  densities  of  each  Alternative.    The  Draft  Supplement  section  on 
page  89  incorporates  the  YBC  FEIR  discussion  by  reference,  and  focuses  on  the 
growth- i nduci ng  impacts  of  the  proposed  development  on  CB-1  alone.    The  Draft 
Supplement  section  also  identifies  the  growth  which  would  be  stimulated  by  the 
construction  of  hotel  rooms  and  additional  dwelling  units  on  CB-1  which  were 
not  addressed  in  the  YBC  FEIR. 
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18.    UNAVOIDABLE  SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


COMMENT 

Sue  He s tor:    "The  unavoidable  significant  environmental  effects  stated  on 
Page  86  have  the  same  problems.    You  do  not  deal  with  himan  effects.    You  do 
not  deal  really  with  unavoidable  economic  effects  if  the  project  shifts..." 


RESPONSE 

It  is  not  expected  that  the  off -site,  indirect  economic  effects  of  development 
of  the  mixed-use  proposal  would  differ  significantly  frcm  the  effects  of 
development  on  CB-1  of  any  of  the  four  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  YBC  FEIR 
for  the  block.    The  direct  on-site  economic  effects  that  would  differ,  such  as 
the  generation  of  hotel  room  tax  revenues,  are  discussed  in  the  Economics 
section,  pages  45  -  51.    The  new  mixed- use  proposal  would  result  in  more 
concentrated  residential  uses  on  CB-1  than  would  Alternatives  B  and  C,  the  two 
alternatives  discussed  in  the  YBC  FEIR  proposing  housing  on  the  block,  as 
stated  on  page  86  of  the  Supplement.    The  housing  under  consideration  would  be 
market-rate  in  the  new  mixed- use  proposal  as  well  as  under  Alternatives  A 
and  B.    (See  also  the  Response  to  Comment  No.  8) 


19.    IMPACT  ANALYSIS  FOR  PRIVATE  HIGH  SCHOOL  ON  SB-4 


COMMENT 

Conmissioner  Pi  an  Blomquist:  "Does  this  stating  a  nunber  of  300  limit  the 
amount  of  students  in  Bridgemont  High  School?" 


RESPONSE 

The  analysis  done  for  the  proposed  private  high  school  on  SB-4  was  based  on  an 
assuned  300  students.    The  analysis  has  a  tolerance  range  of  approximately 
10  percent.    That  is,  if  the  student  body  were  between  approximately  285  and 
315,  the  impacts  would  not  differ  significantly  fran  those  in  the  Draft 
Supplement. 

Quantitative  impacts  which  are  dependent  on  the  nunber  of  students,  such  as 
energy  use,  community  service  requirements,  and  traffic,  would  not  exceed 
those  of  YBC  Alternatives  C  and  D,  the  highest  intensity  alternatives  for 
SB-4,  for  a  high  school  student  body  of  up  to  400  students.    The  constraint  at 
400  students  would  be  parking  demand;  a  high  school  of  this  size  would  require 
a  nunber  of  parking  spaces  equal  to  that  in  YBC  Alternatives  C  and  D. 
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20.    OPENABLE  WINDOWS  FOR  PRIVATE  HIGH  SCHOOL  ON  SB-4 


COMMENT 

Ccnini  SSI  oner  Plan  Blomqirist:    "Also  comments  as  to  mitigation  measures,  the 
Bridgemont  High  School  sealed  windows.    Back  to  the  same  old  problem  of  let's 
try  to  have  windows  that  open." 


RESPONSE 

Fixed  windows  have  been  identified  as  a  mitigation  measure  for  the  poor  air 
quality  experienced  on  SB-4  (see  pages  122-123  of  the  Draft  Supplement). 
Because  of  the  site's  proximity  to  the  elevated  James  Lick  Freeway  (Route  80), 
eight-hour  averaged  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  at  the  site  currently 
exceed  and  will  continue  to  exceed  State  and  Federal  Standards  (see 
pages  114-116  of  the  Draft  Supplement).    Health  effects  resulting  from 
prolonged  exposure  to  SB-4  carbon  monoxide  levels  on  days  of  poor  pollutant 
dispersion  (such  as  during  thermal  inversions)  would  include  headaches, 
dizziness,  and  shortness  of  breath  (see  page  115  of  the  Draft  Supplement). 
Outdoor  athletic  activity  would  aggravate  these  effects.    Measurements  made  of 
lead  concentrations  near  the  elevated  James  Lick  Freeway  indicate  that  in 
areas  such  as  SB-4  lead  concentrations  may  also  exceed  State  standards  (see 
page  115  of  the  Draft  Supplement). 

Additionally,  noise  levels  at  the  site  due  to  freeway  traffic  would  be  great 
enough  to  interfere  with  all  outdoor  activity,  and,  with  windows  open,  to 
necessitate  raising  one's  voice  indoors  in  order  to  be  heard  at  a  distance  of 
20  feet  (see  pages  116-117  of  the  Draft  Supplement).    San  Francisco  land  use 
compatibility  criteria  for  community  noise  discourage  the  construction  of 
schools  in  noise  environments  similar  to  that  on  SB-4.    Extensive  noise 
insulation  features,  including  sealed  windows,  would  be  necessary  to  provide 
an  acceptable  indoor  noise  level  for  classrocm  activity  (see  page  117  of  the 
Draft  Supplement). 


21.    SB-4  AIR  QUALITY  MITIGATIONS 


COMMENT 

Gary  Agid,  Air  Resources  Board;    "The  Draft  Supplement  needs  to  present 
additional  information  on  the  potential  air  quality  benefits  from  the  proposed 
mitigation  measures.    The  calculations  included  in  the  report,  page  99, 
indicate  the  national  8-hour  CO  air  quality  standard  would  be  violated  as  a 
result  of  this  project.    All  feasible  mitigation  measures,  therefore,  need  to 
be  considered  to  reduce  the  projected  impacts.    Also,  the  responsible 
agency(ies)  which  will  be  implementing  these  measures  need  to  be  identified." 
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RESPONSE 

The  table  on  page  99,  referred  to  in  the  comment,  shows  exi sti ng  carbon 
monoxide  concentrations  along  Harrison  St.,  Third  St.,  and  Interstate  80  (the 
elevated  James  Lick  Freeway).    The  table  indicates  that  the  Federal  eight-hour 
carbon  monoxide  standard  is  currently  violated  along  all  through  roadways  and 
that  the  one-hour  standard  is  violated  along  Route  80;  these  standards  are 
currently  violated  without  construction  of  the  high  school  or  any  other 
proposed  project. 

Table  23  on  page  114  of  the  Draft  Supplement  shows  existing,  base  case  (1988 
conditions  without  the  project),  and  1988  (year  of  proposed  project 
completion)  project  case  carbon  monoxide  concentrations  on  SB-4  due  to 
contributions  fran  the  through  roadways  above.    Both  the  one-hour  and 
eight-hour  standards  are  currently  exceeded.    Although  the  1988  base  case 
concentrations  would  be  reduced  due  to  vehicle  emission  improvements,  the 
eight-hour  standard  would  continue  to  be  violated  at  SB-4,  Prefect 
implementation  would  cause  no  statistically  significant  change  in  the  1988 
base  case  conditions.    Traffic  emissions  from  Interstate  80  and  on  Third 
Street  would  be  so  great  that  contributions  fran  the  proposed  private  high 
school  or  any  of  the  YBC  alternatives  would  not  be  statistically  significant 
(see  pages  113-115  of  the  Draft  Supplement).    Since  even  the  no-project 
alternative  could  not  mitigate  poor  air  quality  at  SB-4,  implementation  of  the 
suggested  mitigation  measures  for  mobile  source  emissions  given  on  page  123  of 
the  Draft  Supplement  would  not  have  a  statistically  significant  effect  on 
outdoor  carbon  monoxide  concentrations. 

Mitigation  measures  on  page  122  and  the  top  of  page  123  of  the  Draft 
Supplement  are  suggested  as  means  to  reduce  exposure  of  the  students  and 
faculty  to  the  high  outdoor  pollutant  levels.  If  accepted  by  the  Redevelopment 
Canmission,  these  measures  would  be  incorporated  into  the  building  design, 

with  the  cost  to  be  borne  by  the  developer  (see  also  the  Response  to  Comment 
No.  20). 
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•  XV.    CERTIFICATION  RESOLUTIONS 


SAM  FRANCLSOO 
CITY  PLmrWC  OCMHSSICN 
RESQLUnai  NO.  9062 

VEEREAS,  The  Yerba  Buena  Center  Redevelcfxnsit  Plan  was  proposed  and 
received  environmental  analysis.'and  an  environrQital  inpact  report  was 
determined  to  te  necessary  in  1977;  and 

I-KEPEAS,  The  City  Planning  Ccxnnissicn  and  the  Redevelcpnent  Agency  of  th^e 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  entered  into  a  joint  lead  agency  agreanent 
on  February  3,  1978,  for  purposes  of  sharing  lead  agency  responsibility  in  the 
California  Administrative  Ccx2e;  and 

l^HEREAS,  A  Final  EnvirOTnental  Ijipact  Report  EE77.220  Yerba  Buena  Center 
(YBC  FEm)  vas  certified  cn  April  25,  1978;  and 

VHEREAS,  Since  certification  of  the  YBC  FEIR  changes  have  been  jTroposed  in 
the  develcpnent  program  for  the  Yerisa  Bueia  Center  develpt'iiient  project, 
including  possible  increases  in  housing  and  in  hotel  rocms  and  decreases  in 
office  space  cn  Csitral  Block  1,  and  a  private-high  school  cn  Southern  Block  4; 
and 

VKEREAS,  Because  the  prc^xDsed  changes  could  result  in  new  significant 
environmental  effects  not  fully  considered  in  the  YBC  FEIR,  the  Redevelc^mait 
Ajgency  staff  determined  that  a  sijpplemait  to  the  FEIR  was  required;  and 

lliEKEAS,  A  draft  enviramoital  inpact  report  sijppleneit  dated  April  24,  1981, 
has  been  prepared  by  the  Redevelcpnent  Agoicy  staff  and  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  in  connection  with  EE81.27  Yerba  Buena  Center,  cn  the  char^ges  proposed 
fcr  Central  Block  1  generally  bounded  by  Ttiird,  riarket.  Fourth  and  flission 
Streets  and  Southern  Block  4,  generally  bounded  by  Harrison,  Third  and  Perry 
Streets;  and 

l-KEREAS,  The  staffs  of  the  nedevelcpment  Agency  and  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  duly  filed  a  notice  of  ccnpletioncE  the  draft  siipplenental  report  v/ith 
the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  gave  other  notice  and 
requested  carments  as  required  by  law,  made  the  report  available  to  the  general 
public  and  satisfied  other  procedural  requirements;  and 
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l-IEREAS,  The  City  Planning  Cdnmission  and  Redevelqpn^t  Agency  held  a  duly 
advertised  public  hearing  cn  said  draft  ewironirsQital  inpact  report  supplansit,  cn 
June  11,  1981,  at  v*iich  cpportunity  vas  given  for  public  participation  and 
ccrments;  and 

VHEKEAS,  A  final  environmental  ijrjTact  report  sucplement,  dated  July  21,  1981, 
has  been  preTored  based  xipcn  the  draft   environmental  imnact  report  supplesvent, 
any  ccnsultaticns  and  conments  received  during  the  review  process,  any 
additional  infonration  that  becane  available,  and  a  response  to  any  coiments 
that  raised  significant  points  concerning  effects  cn  the  environment,  all  as 
required  by  law;  and 

V5IEREAS,  On  July  21,  1981,  the  Caimission  and  the  Agency  revie\-;ed  trie 
final  environmental  irrpact  report  supplement,  and  found  that  the  contents 
of  said  suppler^ntal  report  and  the  procedures  through  vjhich  it  vras  prepared, 
publicized  and  revia'.-ed  ccrply  with  the  provisions  of  the  California 
bivircnr^ntal  Quality  ^ct,  the  Guidelines  of  the  Secretary  for  Reso\:irces  and 
San  Francisco  requirements; 

TH-LHiltXJriZ  BE  TT  RESOLVED,  T^at  the  City  Planning  Cannission  does 
hereby  find  that  the  Final  Eiiviromcntal  Inpact  R^xDrt  Supplement  dated 
July  21,  1981  concerning  EE81.27  Verba  Buena  Center  is  adequate,  accurate 
and  objective,  and  does  hereby  CERTTFY  TT-IE  OCMPLETIObVof  said  Supplement  in 
ccrpliance  with  the  California  liivironmental  C?uality  Act  and  the  State 
Guidelines , 

A^Z)  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Caimission  in  certifying  the 
ccrpletion  of  the  Supplemental  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  chances  in  tl^.c 
development  project  as  proposed  \>all  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment. 

I  hereby  certify  that  th-e  foregoing  Resolution  was  AEX)PTDD  by  the  City 
Planning  Canrission  at  its  Special  Meeting  of  July  21,  1981. 


Edward  ^!ichael 
Acting  Secretary'' 


AYES: 


CoTTTissioners  Rosenblatt,  Bierran,  Klein,  Kelleher  and  Salazcr. 


NOES: 


None. 


AESZ:r: 


Ccrmissioners  Boas,  NaJcashiira. 


p;^£5n:: 


July  21,  1981. 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  279-81 
(Adopted  July  21 ,  1981) 


FINDING  AND  CERTIFYING  THAT  THE  SUPPLEMENT  TO  THE  VERBA 
BUENA  CENTER  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  ADEQUATE, 
ACCURATE  AND  OBJECTIVE 


WHEREAS,  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  was  environmentally 
reviewed  in  1977  and  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  was  prepared  in  1977; 
and 

WHEREAS,  for  the  purposes  of  sharing  lead  agency  responsibilities  as  permitted 
by  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  and  the  City  Planning  Commission,  acting  on 
behalf  of  the  City  and  County,  entered  into  a  Joint  Lead  Agency  Agreement 
on  February  3,  1978;  and 

VJHEREAS,  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (hereinafter 
"VBC  FEIR")  was  certified  on  April  25,  1978;  and 

WHEREAS,  since  the  certification  of  the  VBC  FEIR  further  changes  have  occurred 
in  the  development  program  planned  in  the  Verba  Bueaa-  Center  Redevelopment 
project,  to  wit: 

a)  As  a  result  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  April  1930 
Request  for  Qualifications  for  the  VBC  Central  Blocks, 
a  mixed-use  development  is  now  planned  on  Central 
Block  1 ;  and 

b)  A  private  high  school  is  now  being  considered  for  the 
project  on  Southern  Block  4,  a  site  not  previously 
analyzed  for  such  usage;  and 

WHEREAS,  because  both  of  the  new  development  proposals  for  Central  Block  1  and 
Southern  Block  4  could  result  in  new  significant  effects  on  the  environment,  as 
provided  by  Section  15067.5  of  the  State  Guidelines,  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
staff  determined  that  a  Supplement  to  the  VBC  FEIR  was  necessary  and  appropriate: 
and 

WHEREAS,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  on  September  22,  1980  selected  Environmental 
Science  Associates  Inc.,  as  the  consultant  to  assist  in  the  preparation  of  the 
Supplement  to  the  FEIR;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR  has  been  prepared  to  meet  the  State 
Guidelines,  Section  31  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  (hereinafter 
"Code"),  and  the  Agency's  Resolution  No.  59-77,  adopted  March  8,  1977  (nerein- 
after  ''Resolution"),  format  and  content  requirements;  and 
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WHEREAS,  prior  to  and  during  the  process  of  preparing  the  Draft  Supplement  to 

the  FEIR  and  pursuant  to  the  legal  requirements  of  the  State  Guidelines,  the 

Agency  has  complied  with  the  required  procedures  for  governmental  and  public 
review,  to  wit: 

a)  Upon  completion  of  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR 
on  April  24,  1981,  the  filing  of  a  Notice  of  Comple- 
tion with  the  Secretary  for  the  Resources  Agency  of 
the  State  of  California; 

b)  The  distribution  of  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR 
to  the  appropriate  federal,  state,  regional  and  local 
agencies  and  private  citizens; 

c)  The  convening  of  a  joint  public  hearing  with  the  City 
Planning  Commission  on  June  11,  1981  to  facilitate 
further  public  input  on  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the 
fEIR; 

d)  The  reception  of  public  written  and  oral  comments  on 
the  draft  document  for  the  required  45  day  review 
period;  and 

WHEREAS,  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  Joint  Lead  Agency  Agreement,  the  City 
Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  have  heard  and  evaluated  the 
public  testimony  and  discussions  of  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR  presen- 
ted at  the  joint  public  hearing  of  June  11,  1981  and  the  written  comments 
received  from  governmental  agencies  and  members  of  the  public  on  or  before 
June  8,  1981 ;  and 

ViHEREAS,  the  staffs  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  City  Planning  Department 
have  received  and  reviewed  consents  from  the  reviev/ing  governmental  agencies 
and  private  citizens,  said  comments  having  been  kept  on  file  by  the  Agency  and 
the  City  Planning  Department,  available  for  inspection;  and  the  comments  received 
have  been  responded  to  by  describing  the  disposition  of  the  significant  environ- 
mental issues  that  were  raised;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  staffs  of  the  Redevelopment  Agency  and  City  Planning  Department, 
in  consultation  and  cooperation  with  the  consultant,  have  prepared  a  Supplement 
to  the  FEIR  for  the  consideration  of  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Rede- 
velopment Agency  now,  therefore,  be  it 

RESOLVED,  by  the    Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
after  due  consideration,  that: 

A.        The  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
hereby  makes  the  following  findings: 
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1.    The  Agency  Commissioners  received,  reviewed  and  evaluated 
the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR.    The  arrangement  and  the 
contents  of  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR  were  in  con- 
formance with  the  State  Guidelines,  the  Code  and  the  Reso- 
lution, including  but  not  limited  to  the  following  require- 
ments:   The  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR  contained  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  proposed  activities,  a  description  of  the  signi- 
ficant environmental  effects  of  the  activities,  mitigation 
measures  and  alternatives,  and  all  other  elements  required 
under  the  State  Guidelines,  the  Code  and  the  Resolution. 

2.  The  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR  was  distributed  to  other 
governmental  agencies,  private  organizations,  and  interested 
individuals  including,  but  not  limited  to,  those  listed  in 
the  Distribution  List  in  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR. 

3.  The  public  review  period  for  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the 
FEIR  consisted  of  45  days  from  April  24,  1981  to  and  in- 
cluding June  8,  1981.    During  this  time  period,  comments 
were  accepted  in  a  variety  of  ways,  including  public  tes- 
timony presented  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  at  a  joint  public  hearing,  written 
comments  by  private  individuals,  organizations,  and  repre- 
sentatives of  public  agencies,  and  continuing  staff  research 
and  analysis.    This  review  period  has  provided  adequate 
opportunity  for  public  agencies  and  members  of  the  public 

to  examine  and  comment  on  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR 
as  required  by  the  State  Guidelines. 

4.  All  comments  on  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR  were 
evaluated  by  the  staffs  of  the  City  and  the  Agency  for 
appropriate  responses  as  soon  as  such  comments  were  received. 
The  staffs  have  selected  the  significant  environmental  points 
raised  in  the  review  and  consultation  process,  and  have  res- 
ponded to  each  one. 

5.  The  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  to  the  Draft  Supplement 
'  to  the  FEIR  (hereinafter  "Summary"),  containing  errata  and 

clarifications,  and  the  significant  comments  on  the  Draft 
Supplement  to  the  FEIR  and  responses  thereto,  were  prepared 
in  accordance  with  the  State  Guidelines,  and  are  in  confor- 
mance therewith  and  comprise  the  Supplement  to  the  FEIR. 

6.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  Commissioners  have  received,  reviewed 
and  evaluated  the  Summary  to  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR 
including  all  of  the  significant  comments  and  responses  thereto. 

7.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  Commissioners  have  received,  reviewed 
and  evaluated  the  responses  to  the  significant  comments  con- 
tained in  the  Summary  to  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR, 
and  find  the  responses  to  be  comprehensive  and  thorough  and 

in  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  State  Guidelines 
as  to  format,  content,  analysis  and  sufficiency. 
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8.    The  Supplement  to  the  FEIR  appropriately  emphasizes  feasible 
mitigation  measures  and  alternatives  designed  to  reduce  or 
avoid  the  significant  effects  of  the  activities  described  therein, 
as  provided  in  the  State  Guidelines. 

B.        In  recognition  of  the  foregoing,  and  after  full  review,  consideration 
and  evaluation  of  the  information,  assessment,  analysis,  comments  and 
responses  contained  in  the  Supplement  to  the  FEIR  as  submitted, 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  hereby 
finds  and  certifies  that: 

1.  All  applicable  procedural  requirements  of  CEQA,  the  State 
Guidelines,  the  Code  and  the  Resolution  relating  to  the 
preparation  and  review  of  the  Draft  Supplement  to  the  FEIR 
and  the  preparation,  review  and  certification  of  the  Supple- 
ment to  the  FEIR  have  been  complied  with  by  the  City  Plan- 
ning Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 

2.  The  Supplement  to  the  FEIR  fully  complies  with  the  standards 
of  adequacy  set  forth  in  the  State  Guidelines. 

3.  The  Supplement  to  the  FEIR  constitutes  a  full  and  detailed 
disclosure  and  analysis  of  the  environmental  impact  of  the 
proposed  development  activities  discussed  in  the  Supplement 
to  the  FEIR  consistent  with  the  requirements  of  the  State 
Guidelines. 

4.  The  redevelopment  activities  on  Central  Block  1  and  Southern 
Block  4  of  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project,  as 
described  in  the  Supplement  to  the  FEIR,  will  have  a  signi- 
ficant effect  on  the  environment;  be  it,  therefore 

FURTHER  RESOLVED,  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  of  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  does  hereby  find  and  certify  that  the  Supplement  to  the  Final  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  on  the  Verba  Buena  Center  Redevelopment  Project  is  adequate, 
accurate  and  objective,  and  has  been  completed  in  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  CEQA,  the  State  Guidelines,  and  applicable  provisions  of  the  Code  and 
Resolution. 


APPROVED  AS  TO  FORM: 

Leo  E.  Borregard 
Agency  Genera l^ounsel 
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XYI.  APPENDICES 

APPENDIX  A:    COMMUNITY  SERVICES 

TABLE  A-1:    CALCUUTIONS  FOR  SEWAGE  GENERATION  FROM  CB-1 :  1988 

Use  Sewage  Output  (gal /day) 

1,500  Hotel  Rooms  (at  100%  occupancy)  300,000 

700-Room  Arcon  Pacific  Hotel  (at  100%  occupancy)  140,000 

500,000  sq.  ft.  of  Office  Space*  62,500 

80,000  sq.  ft.  of  Retail -Comnercial  Space*  16,000 

Mercantile  Bldg.  (existing,  when  fully  occupied)  12,000 

St.  Patrick's  Church  (existing)  600 

500  Market-Rate  Dwelling  Units  100,000 

TOTAL  631,100 
*  Including  the  renovated  Jessie  St.  Substation. 
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APPENDIX  B:    TRANSPORTATION  METHODOLOOGY 


Method  of  Capacity  Analysis 

The  method  of  capacity  analysis  used  in  this  Supplement  is  essentially  the 
same  as  was  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR.    The  basic  difference  is  the  way  in  which 
the  results  are  presented"!    The  capacity  analysis  used  the  "Critical  Movement 
Sunmation"  method  as  described  in  "Interim  Materials  on  Highway  Capacity," 
Transportation  Research  Circular  No.  21 2. /I/   A  sample  calculation  is  shown  in 
Figure         page  91  of  the  YBC  htHr'Appendices.    The  maximum  service  volume 
for  Level  of  Service  E  was  assumed  as  intersection  capacity.    A  service  volume 
is  the  maximum  number  of  vehicles  that  can  pass  through  an  intersection  during 
a  specified  period  in  which  operating  conditions  are  maintained  corresponding 
to  the  selected  and  specified  Level  of  Service.    For  each  intersection 
analyzed,  the  existing  peak-hour  volume  was  computed  and  a  volume-to-capacity 
(v/c)  ratio  was  calculated  by  dividing  the  existing  volume  by  the  capacity  at 
Level  of  Service  E. 

In  the  YBC  FEIR,  the  results  of  the  analysis  were  expressed  as  vehicular 
headways  with  capacity  being  described  as  a  "guideline  headway"  (see  pages  89 
and  89a,  Appendix  F,  YBC  FEIR  Appendices).    The  method  used  in  this  Supplement 
expresses  the  analysis  results  as  volume  to  capacity  (v/c)  ratios.    Table  B-1 
relates  v/c  ratios  to  Level  of  Service.    The  YBC  FEIR  analyzed  15-minute 
periods  rather  than  one-hour  periods.    The  15-minute  analysis  was  of  the  worst 
portion  of  the  peak  traffic  hour.    Other  analyses  of  the  vicinity  completed 
since  the  YBC  FEIR  have  used  the  one-hour  analysis;  in  order  to  present  data 
in  a  compatible  format,  the  one-hour  analysis  has  been  used. 

Two  changes  since  publication  of  the  YBC  FEIR  account  for  differences  in  the 
results.    The  street  geometries  have  been  altered  at  several  of  the 
intersections  in  the  YBC  area.    Changes  of  this  type  can  significantly  affect 
the  available  capacity  at  intersections.    In  addition,  recent  counts  are 
essentially  of  the  same  magnitude  as  the  1977  counts  used  in  the  YBC  FEIR, 
showing  the  assumption  that  vehicular  traffic  volumes  would  grow  by  1.8%  per 
year  to  have  been  overly  conservative.    Consequently,  a  nominal  growth  rate  of 
1.0%  per  year  has  been  assumed  for  the  1988  projections  in  this  Supplement, 
based  upon  discussions  with  the  Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering./2/ 


NOTES 

/I/  Transportation  Research  Board,  Transportation  Research  Circular  No.  212, 
"Interim  Materials  on  Highway  Capacity",  January,  1980. 

/2/    Discussion  with  S.  Shoaf,  Traffic  Engineer,  Department  of  Public  Works, 
Bureau  of  Traffic  Engineering,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  April  30, 
1980. 
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TABLE  B-1 :    VEHICULAR  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE 


Level  of  Volume/Capacity* 
Service  Description   (v/c)  Ratio 

A      Level  of  Service  A  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach      less  than  0.60 
to  an  intersection  appears  quite  open  and  turning  movements  are 
made  easily.    Little  or  no  delay  is  experienced.    No  vehicles 
wait  longer  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.    The  traffic 
operation  can  generally  be  described  as  excellent. 

B      Level  of  Service  B  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  0.61-0.70 
to  an  intersection  is  occasionally  fully  utilized  and  some  delays 
may  be  encountered.    Many  drivers  begin  to  feel  somewhat 
restricted  within  groups  of  vehicles.    The  traffic  operation  can 
generally  be  described  as  very  good. 

C      Level  of  Service  C  describes  a  condition  where  the  approach  to  0.71-0.80 
an  intersection  is  often  fully  utilized  and  back-ups  may  occur 
behind  turning  vehicles.    Most  drivers  feel  somewhat  restricted, 
but  not  objectionably  so.    The  driver  occasionally  may  have  to 
wait  more  than  one  red  traffic  signal  indication.    The  traffic 
operation  can  generally  be  described  as  good. 

D      Level  of  Service  D  describes  a  condition  of  increasing  restric-  0.81-0.90 
tion  causing  substantial  delays  and  queues  of  vehicles  on 
approaches  to  the  intersection  during  short  times  within  the  peak 
period.    However,  there  are  enough  signal  cycles  with  lower  demand 
such  that  queues  are  periodically  cleared,  thus  preventing 
excessive  back-ups.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be 
described  as  fair. 

E      Capacity  occurs  at  level  of  service  E.    It  represents  the  most  0.91-1.00 
vehicles  that  any  particular  intersection  can  accommodate.  At 
capacity  there  may  be  long  queues  of  vehicles  waiting  up-stream  of 
the  intersection  and  vehicles  may  be  delayed  up  to  several  signal 
cycles.    The  traffic  operation  can  generally  be  described  as  poor. 

F      Level  of  service  F  represents  a  jammed  condition.    Back-ups  from  1.00+ 
locations  downstream  or  on  the  cross  street  may  restrict  or 
prevent  movement  of  vehicles  out  of  the  approach  under 
consideration.    Hence,  volumes  of  vehicles  passing  through  the 
intersection  vary  from  signal  cycle  to  signal  cycle.    Because  of 
the  jammed  condition,  this  volume  would  be  less  than  capacity. 
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APPENDIX  C:    AIR  QUALITY 


APPENDIX  C-1:  SAN  FRANCISCO  AIR  POLLUTANT  SUMMARY  1977-1979 


STATION:    939  Ellis  Street,  San  Francisco 


POLLUTANT; 

STANDARD 

1977 

1978 

1979 

OZONE  (O3)  (Oxidant) 

1-hour  concentration  {ppm  /a/) 

Highest  hourly  average         (0.08)  0.12/b,c/ 

0.05 

0.11 

0.08 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

(0)  0 

(4)  0 

0 

Expected  Annual  Excess/c/ 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

CARBON  MONOXIDE  (CO) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  hourly  average 

35/b/ 

16 

17 

20 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

0 

0 

0 

8-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  8-hour  average 

9/b/ 

8.9 

9.4 

13.8 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

0 

1 

2 

NITROGEN  DIOXIDE  (NO2) 

1-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  hourly  average 

0.25/d/ 

0.21 

0.30 

0.16 

Number  of  standard  excesses 

0 

4 

0 

SULFUR  DIOXIDE  (SO2) 

24-hour  concentration  (ppm) 

Highest  24-hour  average 

0.05/d/ 

0.035 

0.024 

0.034 

Nionber  of  standard  excesses/e,f/ 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL  SUSPENDED  PARTICULATE  (TSP) 

24-hour  concentration  (ug/m3  /g/) 

Highest  24-hour  average 

100/d/ 

105 

128 

117 

Number  of  standard  excesses/f/ 

1 

1 

1 

Annual  concentration  (ug/m3) 

Annual  Geometric  Mean 

60/d/ 

41 

42 

42 

Annual  standard  excess 

No 

No 

No 

/a/  ppm:    parts  per  million. 

/b/  National  standard,  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year  {except  for 
annual  standards  which  are  not  to  be  exceeded). 

/c/  The  national  ozone  standard  was  revised  from  0.08  ppm  to  0.12  ppm  in 
January  1979.    The  number  of  excesses  shown  in  parentheses  is  of  the  old 
0.08  ppm  standard  in  effect  at  the  time.    Expected  Annual  Excess  is  a 
three-year  average  of  annual  excesses  of  the  new  0.12  ppm  standard, 
/d/  California  standard,  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded. 

/e/  The  sulfur  dioxide  standard  is  considered  to  be  exceeded  only  if  there  is 
a  concurrent  excess  of  the  state  ozone  or  suspended  particulate  standards  at 
the  same  station.    Otherwise,  the  national  standard  of  0.14  ppm  applies, 
/f/  Number  of  observed  excess  days  (measurements  taken  once  every  six  days), 
/g/  ug/m3:    micrograms  per  cubic  meter. 

SOURCE:    BAA()MD,  1977  -  1979,  Contaminant  and  Weather  Sunroaries. 
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APPENDIX  D:    ENERGY  CONSERVATION 

The  following  principles  could  be  used  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  when  reviewing  the  design  criteria  of  proposed  buildings  for  the  YBC 
Redevelopment  Project. 


1.     Encourage  the  use  of  insulation,  efficient  fireplaces,  and  passive  solar 
design  measures  to  reduce  the  demand  for  natural  gas  used  for  space 
heating.    Examples  of  such  measures  are: 

Orient  the  long  axis  of  buildings  within  20o  of  true 
east-west. 

Maximize  window  area  on  the  south  sides  of  buildings,  and 
minimize  window  and  door  area  on  the  north  sides. 

Provide  eaves  or  window  overhangs, ' or  landscape  with  deciduous 
trees  adjacent  to  walls,  to  shade  interiors  from  high  summer  sun 
yet  allow  penetration  of  low  winter  sun. 

Install  double-pane  windows  and/or  install  insulated  draperies. 

Install  masonry  floors  and  walls  opposite  south-facing  windows 
to  store  solar  heat. 

Install  extra  insulation  beyond  that  required  by  State 
regulations  in  ceilings  and  walls  and  insulate  the  floors  over 
unheated  spaces. 

Locate  any  fireplaces  entirely  inside  the  exterior  wall  of  the 
structures;  do  not  install  a  natural  gas  outlet  in  the  fireplace. 

Equip  any  fireplaces  with  metal  fire  boxes,  heat  exchangers  and 
adjustable  flues,  or  install  free-standing  fireplaces  or 
Franklin-type  stoves. 


2.    Encourage  the  use  of  efficient  appliances  and  fixtures,  and  encourage  the 
use  of  natural  gas  instead  of  electric  appliances.    Examples  of  measures 
are: 

Use  natural  gas  for  space  and  water  heating  (if  solar  is  not 
provided)  and  for  ranges  and  laundry  dryers.    Install  natural 
gas  furnaces,  water  heaters,  ranges,  and  laundry  dryers  (all 
with  pilotless  ignition)  instead  of  electric  appliances. 

Select  other  installed  electric  appliances,  such  as  dishwashers, 
disposals,  and  trash  compactors  on  the  basis  of  greatest  energy 
efficiency. 
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Locate  windows  and  properly  insulated  skylights  to  provide 
natural  light  in  frequently  used  work  areas  such  as  kitchen  and 
sink  areas. 

Use  openable  windows  where  feasible. 

Locate  bathrooms  to  accommodate  windows  for  ventilation  (and 
light)  instead  of  fans. 

Use  fluorescent  lighting  for  all  installed  light  fixtures  in 
work  areas  (kitchens,  bathrooms,  etc.)  and  in  common  areas 
(corridors,  laundry  rooms,  etc.). 

The  City  should  be  requested  to  install  sodium-vapor  lamps  for 
all  street  and  parking-lot  lighting.    Lighting  should  be  the 
minimum  amount  necessary  for  public  safety.    Control  lighting 
with  photoelectric  cells. 

Use  accurate  thermostats  with  readings  in  degrees  to  control 
water  heaters. 

Locate  water  heaters  as  close  as  possible  to  the  points  of  hot 
water  use  and  insulate  hot-water  pipes. 

Use  accurate  clock-operated  thermostats  with  day  and  night 
settings  to  control  space  heating. 


3.  Discourage  use  of  appliances  and  fixtures  which  are  wasteful  of  energy. 
Examples  are: 

Electric  resistance  "spot"  heaters  in  bathrooms. 

Infrared  warmer  lights  in  food  preparation  or  bathroom  areas. 

Infrared  heaters  for  exterior  restaurant  eating  areas  (a 
combination  of  wind  protection  and  passive  solar  heating  system 
should  be  used). 

Architectural  or  exterior  display  lighting. 
Escalators  to  provide  access  between  floors. 

4.  Encourage  the  use  of  public  transit  and  the  recycling  of  materials. 
Examples  include; 

Coordinate  with  S.F.  Muni  to  construct  passenger  shelters  at 
appropriate  points  on  the  site.    Provide  for  safety  and 
convenience  of  passengers'  access  to  shelters. 

Provide  storage  areas  in  all  structures  for  recyclable  materials 
(glass,  cans,  newspapers)  to  encourage  recycling. 
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APPENDIX  E:    ARCHITECTURAL  EVALUATION  SYSTEMS 

The  architectural  ratings  discussed  in  the  text  of  this  report  represent  the 
results  of  two  separate  architectural  surveys. 

SAN  FRANCISCO  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING  SURVEY 

Between  1974  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  conducted 
a  citywide  inventory  of  architecturally  significant  buildings.    An  advisory 
review  committee  of  architects  and  architectural  historians  assisted  in  the 
final  determination  of  ratings  for  the  10,000  buildings  which  were  entered  in 
an  unpublished  60-volume  record  of  the  inventory.    The  rated  buildings  have 
been  represented  on  a  set  of  color-coded  maps  which  identify  the  location  and 
relative  significance  of  each  building  surveyed.    The  maps  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

The  inventory  assessed  the  architectural  significance  of  the  surveyed 
structures  from  the  standpoint  of  overall  design  and  particular  design 
features.    Both  contemporary  and  older  buildings  were  included,  but  historical 
associations  were  not  considered.    Each  building  was  numerically  rated 
according  to  its  overall  architectural  significance.    The  ratings  ranged  from 
a  low  of  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5".    Factors  considered  included  architectural 
significance,  urban  design  context,  and  overall  environmental  significance. 
The  architectural  survey  resulted  in  a  listing  of  the  best  10%  of 
San  Francisco's  buildings.    In  the  estimation  of  the  inventory  participants, 
buildings  rated  "3"  or  better  represent  approximately  the  best  2%  of  the 
City's  architecture. 

HERITAGE  SURVEY 

More  recently,  the  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage, 
through  its  consultants,  Charles  Hall  Page  &  Associates,  Inc.,  conducted  an 
architectural  and  historical  survey  of  all  Downtown  structures.    In  1979,  the 
inventory  results  were  published  in  the  book  Splendid  Survivors.  Criteria 
considered  in  rating  the  buildings  included  Architectural  Significance, 
Historical /Cultural  Significance,  Environmental  Significance  and  Negative 
Alterations.    Summary  ratings  from  "A"  to  "D"  were  then  assigned  to  each 
building  on  the  basis  of  these  scores.    The  summary  ratings  indicate  the 
following: 

A.  Highest  Importance.    Individually,  these  buildings  are  the  most  important 
buildings  in  downtown  San  Francisco.    All  "A"  group  buildings  are  eligible 
for  the  National  Register  and  are  of  highest  priority  for  City  Landmark 
status. 

B.  Major  Importance.    This  group  includes  buildings  which  are  of  individual 
importance  by  virtue  of  architectural,  historical,  and  environmental 
criteria.    "B"  group  buildings  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register  and 
are  of  secondary  priority  for  City  Landmark,  status. 
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C.  Contextual  Importance.    Buildings  which  are  distinguished  by  their  scale, 
materials,  compositional  treatment,  cornice  and  other  features  are 
included  in  this  group.    Many  "C"  group  buildings  may  be  eligible  for  the 
National  Register  as  part  of  historic  districts. 

D.  Minor  or  No  Importance.    Buildings  in  this  group  are  insignificant 
examples  of  architecture.    Most  "D"  group  buildings  are  "sites  of 
opportunity"  for  development. 

ARCHITECTURALLY  AND/OR  HISTORICALLY  IMPORTANT  BUILDINGS  IN  THE  DOWNTOWN 

Section  1011  of  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code  authorizes  the  City 
Planning  Commission  to  approve  a  list  of  structures  that  have  historical  and 
architectural  merit,  but  have  not  been  designated  as  landmarks.    The  purpose 
of  such  a  list  is  to  encourage  preservation  of  structures  of  architectural  and 
historic  merit,  without  subjecting  them  to  the  controls  imposed  on  designated 
landmarks. 

In  May  1978,  the  Planning  Commission  directed  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  to  prepare  a  list  of  such  structures  for  the  Commission  to 
consider.    The  Landmarks  Board  presented  a  list  in  September  of  the  best  300 
buildings  in  the  Downtown  area,  including  all  buildings  rated  A  or  B  in  the 
Heritage  survey.  Splendid  Survivors,  and  any  other  buildings  given  high 
ratings  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  1976  Architectural  Inventory.  The 
Planning  Coinnission  held  two  public  hearing,  in  September  1979  and  January 
1980,  and  adopted  the  Listing  of  Architecturally  and/or  Historically  Important 
Buildings  in  the  Downtown  on  May  29,  1980  (Resolution  8600).    Among  the 
buildings  in  the  Listing  on  CB-1  are  the  Mercantile  Bldg.  at  700  Mission  St. 
and  the  General  Services  Administration  (Apparel  Center)  Bldg.  at 
49  Fourth  St.    The  Humboldt  Bank  Bldg.  at  785  Market  St.,  the  Carroll  and 
Til  ton  Bldg.  at  735  Market  St.,  the  Bancroft  Bldg.  at  725-31  Market  St.  and 
the  Central  Tower  at  Market  and  Third  Sts.,  all  on  Assessor's  Block  3706,  but 
outside  CB-1,  are  also  listed. 
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